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T02. By Mr. O'CONNELL: Petition of Chamber of Commerce
of the State of New York, advocating consular reforms; to the
Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

793. By Mr. RAKER : Petition from the San Francisco Coun-
cil, Friends of Irish Freedom, indorsing the Mason resolution
establishing diplomatic relations with the Irish Republic; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

T94. Also, copy of telegram from the San Francisco Chamber
of Commerce, indorsing the Cummins bill; to the Committee on
Interstate and Toreign Commerce.

795. Also, petition of National Industrial Conference Board,
transmitting resolutions relative to legislation regarding rail-
road strikes; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

T90. Also, petition of San Franecisco Council, Friends of Irish
Freedom, indorsing the Mason resolution to establish diplomatic
relations with the Irish Republic; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

SENATE.
Moxpay, January 12, 1920.

The Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Almighty God, we have not built a social order that can stand
alone, Apart from Thy continued grace and favor we may not
liope to perpetuate the institutions that have brought happiness
and freedom to the millions of Thy children. We seek day by
day Thy continued favor and grace that we may continue upon
the path upon which we have committed ourselves, and that we
may so work together with God that the largest prosperity and
the finest and divinest peace may come to the people. We ask
Thy blessing in this divine endeavor. For Christ's sake. Amen.

Jaxes D, PHELAN, & Senator from the State of California,
appeared in his seat to-day.

On request of Mr. Curris, and by unanimous consent, the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was
dispensed with and the Journal was approved.

THE VETO POWER.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have inserted in the Recorp an editorial from the Washington
Post of this morning.

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

., THE POWER TO VETO PEACE,

*The Constitution provides a way to enact laws despite the
veto of the President. But there is no way to make a treaty
against the veto of the President. If there should be in the
‘White House a President who did not wish to make peace after
his treaty had been changed by the Senate, it might happen
that the United States would be unable to reach a state of
peace, except on terms laid down by a single individual and in
defiance of Congress. There might be a President so wedded
to his own plan, so entangled by promises to foreign Govern-
ments, or so jealous of the rights of the Senate that he would
refuse to exchange ratifications of a peace treaty if the Senate
had made reservations in behalf of this Nation. The reserva-
tions might be desirable and warmly approved by the people,
but such a President could say, ‘I do not accept the action
of the Senate as the will of the people, and I refuse to approve
of the Senate's work.,’! He would be within his constitutional
powers, and could not be compelled to exchange ratifications of
the treaty.

“By a two-thirds vote Congress can repass a bill over a
FPresident's veto, and it becomes law. The same provision
should be made in case of a treaiy after it has been approved
by the Senate by the required two-thirds vote. Having reached
that stage, it should not be pigeonholed by the President, and
he should not have the power to pigeonhole it. If he should
refuse to proceed with exchange of ratifications, Congress
shounld have power to make the treaty effective by a two-thirds
vote, as in case of a vetoed bill. A treaty is a law, and so far
as it affects American citizens it is nothing but a law. Con-
gress can abrogate a treaty by passing a law, with or without
the President's consent, and this has been done several times.
If o treaty and a law are in conflict, the Supreme Court takes
the last expression as the law, whether it be the treaty or a
simple act of Congress.

“1t is econecelvable (hat a President of the United States
might be elected who would misuse his power to pigceonhole a
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peace treaty, and thus keep the Nation in a state of war. A
treaty is a contract between nations, and usually a peace treaty
is a complicated bargain, the making of which required confi-
dential exchanges between the parties, often leading to the
making of secret pledges which must be kept from the knowl-
edge of the people. In such a case the completed draft is apt
to conceal as much as it reveals. It Is also apt to be obscure,
ambiguous, or even purposely misleading on important matters
which have been disposed of secretly or which are to be handled
privately by the Governments in a manner which would arouse
antagonism or even war if known fo the pecple. In that case
the Senate would demand information and would not obtain
it, or it would learn something indirectly which would cause
it to make amendments or reservations for the sake of national
security.

“Quite conceivably, amendments or reservations to n peace
treaty would seem to be simple on their face and obviously
unobjectionable, and yet they might vitally affect the pledges
or commitments which a President had made privately to for-
eign Governments. The ambiguous language of a treaty mizht
be so changed that instead of permitting a President to fulfill
secret pledges it would disrupt the entire serles of private
understandings which has shaped the treaty. He would then
be faced with the alternative of breakingz his private agreements
with foreign Governments or pigeonholing the treaty, notwith-
standing his previous advocacy of it. Ile would possibly be
able to convince some of his countrymen that the Senate’s
alterations had nullified the treaty, in which case he would
have specious grounds for refusing to proceed with ratifieation:
but, on the other hand, the people would probably insist upon
ratifieation because of their anxiety to terminate the war. A
stubborn  President, however, could go to the end of his term
without exchanging ratifications, notwithstanding the clamor
of the people. Thus he could prove to foreign Governments
his ewn personal good faith in endeavoring to secure rafifica-
tion by the United States of a treaty with all its private im-
plications and understandings unaffected by reservations or
amendments.

“The present controversy over the treaty of Versailles has
been valuable in bringing out the defect in the treaty-making
power which is herein described. The truth is that the treaty-
making power is not equally divided between the President
and the Senate, since the President has an absolute veto. This
lacuna should not be permitted to exist, for the reason that
peace is usually reached by means of treaties, and it is nnwise
to leave to ene man the power to continue a state of war against
the will of the people and Congress.

“Congress can declare war with or without the President's
consent, but it ean not make peace by treaty without the Presi-
dent's consent. Surely If the Constitution makers found it de-
sirable to empower Congress to overrule the President in mak-
ing war, it would seem desirable that Congress should have
power to overrule him in making peace by a treaty which he
himself would have submitted.”

CALLING OF THE ROLL.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Call the roll.

The rell was ealled, and the following Senators answered to

their names:

Ashurst Harris MeXNary Bmith, Ga.
Ball Harrison Moses Smith, Md.
Borah Henderson Nelson Smith,
Brandegee Hiteheock New moot
Calder Johnson, 8, Dak, Newberry Spencer
Capper Jones, N, Mex. Norris Sterlin
Chamberlain Kellogg Overman Sutherland
Colt Kenyon Page Thomas
Culberson Keyes Phelan Trammell
Curtis King Phipps Underwood
Dial Kirby Pomerene Wadsworth
Dillingham Lenroot Itansdell Walsh, Mass.
Edge odge Robinson ‘Walsh, Mont.
Gay MeCormick Sheppard Warren
Gerry AMeCumber Sherman

Hale MeRellar Simmons

Mr, CURTIS. I was requested to announce that the Sens,
ator from Maine [Mr. FErxaron] and the Senator from Mary«
land [Mr. FrRaNcE] are absent on official business,

I was also requested to announce that the Senator from In<
diana [Mr. Warson], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. NuGENT],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLeax], the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Groxxal, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr,
Nogris], and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr, KENDRICK] are
detained on official business.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. I desire to announce that my colleague
[Mr. Baxxaeap] is absent on official business.

Mr. GERRY. The senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Beckmaum], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Worcorr], the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Nucest], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr, Prrraax], the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STAN-
LEy], and the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Wirriams] are
absent on official business,

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Virginia [Mr. SwAS-
sox] and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Saierns] are de-
tained on account of illness in their families.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-two Senators have answered
to the roll call. There is a quorum present,

PENSIONS AND INCREASE OF PENSIONS.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 1726)
granting pensions and increase of pensions to cerfain soldiers
and sailors of the Hegzular Army and Navy and of wars other
than the Civil War and to certain widows and dependent rela-
tives of such soldiers and sailors.

Mr. McCUMBER. I move that the Senate disagree to the
amendments of the House and request a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, the
conferees on the part of the Senate to be appointed by the
Chair.

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President appointed
Mr. McCumBgr, Mr. Syoor, and Mr., Warsna of Montana con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

THE LODGE RESERVATIONS.

Mr., WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, in a letter from
President Lowell to the junior Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Warnsu], printed in the Recorp a few days ago, there was
advanced a new conception of the significance or at least of
the operation of article 10 of the covenant of the league of
nations. I never heard it advanced upon the floor of the
Senate, and I do not believe that it was ever before presenfed
for our consideration. It is set out only in outline in the
letter, but, as I gather the idea, it is that article 10 does not
obligate the United States or any member of the league of
nations to go immediately to the aid of any other member
whose territory has been invaded., It is argued that the obli-
gation does not arise until after the termination of a successful
war, whereupon all the other nations of the earth, being mem-
bers of the league, are obligated to see that neither the ferri-
torial integrity nor political independence of the defeated
nation is disturbed. In other words, Mr. President, it is as
was done in the case of the Berlin conference after the close
of the Russo-Turkish War. Turkey had been overwhelmed
and was at the mercy of Russia, but the European nations
stepped in and prevented her from appropriating the Turkish
territory, as she desired to do and she was in a situation
to do.

To illustrate the application of this idea to a case which
might easily arise, let us assume that things went from bad to
worse between this counfry and Mexico and we deemed it
necessary to go into Mexico for the protection of the rights of
our citizens and to insure a stable government in that country.
We publish to the world, as we did in the case of the Spanish-
American War, that we have no purpose whatever to interfere
with the political independence nor to disturb in any manner
ihe territorial integrity of Mexico. We are simply going in to
straighten out matters and then we shall retire. The argu-
ment is that under article 10 no nation would be justified imme-
diately in making war upon us to restrain us from doing so,
but after we had gone in and had reasonably met the purpose
for which we did go in, the other nations of the world would
then prevent us from appropriating any of the territory of
Mexico or interfering with the political independence of that
country.

The idea, Mr. President, was, in fact, elaborated in an article
written by the Hon., George Rublee, which was published some
time ago, as I am told, in The New Republic. He asserts
that it is the idea of article 10 which was prevalent in
Europe at the time the covenant was adopted and which still
obtains there. If so, it is most important that in the further
consideration of the subject this idea should be borne in mind
by Senators. Accordingly I offer for the REcorp the article
to which I have referred, and I ask that it may be printed
therein.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

THE LODGE RESBERVATIONS.

“In some way or other the peace treaty will come again before
hhe Senate, and there will be a final effort to secure ratifica-
Hon.

“Two things are clear. First, the sentiment of the country
and even of the Senate is in favor of ratification; secondly,
in the existing political situation the treaty can not be rati-
fiedd without reservations. The present deadlock resnlts from
the inability of the 81 Senators who voted for ratification to
agree upon the character of reservations which should be
adopted.

YA speedy compromise and agreement is what the country
wants. Perhaps it is too much to hope that the Senators will
put aside the partisan ill will and passion which has governed
their consideration of the treaty up to the present time. We
must put our trust in public opinion to compel a settlement
which is not determined by the irrelevant desire to humiliate
and discredit President Wilson,

*Iublic opinion, however, needs information. It is con-
fused by the dispute about the meaning and effect of the cove-
nant of the league of nations. Bminent Republican politicians
have declared that it creates a supergovernment which is au-
thorized to command this country, if it joins, in disregard of
the limitations of the Constitution. This is deniml. Dut the
arguments on both sides have been so general, have dealt so
little with the speecific provisions and necessary working of the
covenant that the publie is not in a position to judge as to the
merits of the contradictory assertions. Americans want to be
sure that they know exactly what they are promising to do.
Hence there is substantial popular support for reservations
which will make this unmistakably clear.

“It will be useful to recall the oblizations relating to war
contained in the covenant. These are four in number: (1)
The agreement to submit disputes either to arbitration or to
inquiry and not to resort to war until three months after the
award by the arbitrators or the report by the council. (2) The
agreement not to resort to war against a member of the league
which complies with an award by arbitrators. It should be
borne in mind that there is no obligation to submit disputes to
arbitration. Only such disputes are to be arbitrated as the
members recognize to be suitable for submission to arbitration.
But any dispute which is not submitted to arbitration must be
submitfed for investigation and report by the council. (3) The
agreement not to go to war with any party to a dispute which
complies with a report unanimously agreed to by the members
of the council other than the representatives of the parties to
the dispute. (4) The agreement to apply the economic boycott
against any member of the league which resorts to war in disre-
gard of any of the foregoing covenants. There is also the much-
debated article 10, in which the members of the league under-
take to respect and preserve, as against external aggression, the
territorial integrity and existing political independence of all
members of the league. For reasons which will be given pres-
ently it seems clear that article 10 is not a promise to defend
any member of the league against war by another State, but a
promise to see that it shall not lose territory or political inde-
pendence as a result of such a war,

“The covenant does not bind the members to employ military
or naval force. In case of resort to war in violation of the
agreements mentioned above it is the duty of the council to make
recommendations as to the contribution of military or naval
forces to be used to protect the covenants of the league. But
the members do not agree to comply with the recommenda-
tions. Neither the council nor the assembly is authorized to
bind members of the league to any course of action. They
are empowered only to propose, advise, or recommend action.
Each member of the league is free to decide whether it will
adopt or reject the proposals, advice, or recommendations.
In conglderlng the covenant it is most important to keep this
in mind.

“In the dispute over the provisions of the covenant the con-
troversy is mainly as to whether they express the meaning which
both sides agree that they ought to have. Everybody agrees
that Congress must be free to exercise its constitutional powers
in all cases, and especially to decide, in accordance with its judg-
ment applied to the circumstances existing at the time, whether
the army or navy shall be used. It is agreed that the Monroe
doctrine should be outside of the sphere of action of the league,
and that the league should not pass on domestic questions.
Everybody agrees that the United States should be able to with-
draw from the league on two years' notice and should decide for
itself whether its international obligations and its obligations
under the covenant have been fulfilled, Reservations covering
these points are no longer opposed,
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“The Lodge reservations, however, must be revised. Their
tone is arrogant and offensive. Some of them make radiecal
changes in the treaty which would upset the machinery for its
execution, would be unacceptable to the other signatories, are
not demanded by publie opinion, and are not necessary for the
protection of this country. Others should in substance be
adopted because they make clear questions which either have
been in dispute or do not touch a vital part of the treaty, and
because a controversy which has cut so deep as this one can not
be settled without compromise. But in their present form these
reservations are so pervaded by latent hostility to the idea of
cooperation among nations, by suspicion and selfish reluctance,
that it is open to question whether our participation in the treaty
on such a footing, even if accepted by the other nations, would be
a benefit.

*The following analysis is an attempt to indicate the portions
of the Lodge reservations which could be agreed to for the sake
of securing ratification and to give reasons why the rest should
be rejected.

“The preamble or first reservation is most objectionable. It
requires the acceptance of the reservations by an exchange of
notes by at least three of the four principal powers—Great
Britain, France, Italy, and Japan. This requirement is bad
manners, because, if we ask any of the signatories for an ex-
press acceptance, we should ask all, Tt is embarrassing to the
powers to whom we put the demand and would almost certainly
lead to delny and confusicn by the reopening of negotiations.
It is unnecessary beeause omission to object to the reservations
would operate as an acceptance.

“The second reservation concerning the right of withdrawal
from the league is interpretative and should be adopted. It
should be altered, however, by providing that the notice of with-
drawal shall be given not by a concurrent resolution of Congress,
but by a joint rescolution, in order that the President may re-
tain his constitutional veto power.

“The third reservation relates to article 10 of the covenant
of e league of nations containing the undertaking to preserve,
a8 aganinst external aggression, the territorial integrity and ex-
isting political independence of all members of the league. The
reservation goes too far and should be modified. It refuses to
assume any obligation under article 10, and by specific reference
to the employment of military and naval forces it seems to im-
ply that the only method of preserving the territorial integrity
or politieal independence of a member of the league is by the
use of armed force, Other methods are diplomatic action and
economiec pressure. Americans generally have a feeling of re-
sponsibility for the protection of the weaker nations which they
have helped to liberate and set on their feet; and they would be
willing to use diplomatic influence, or even economic pressure,
for this purpose in cases where they might not be prepared to
send American soldiers and satlors overseas to fight.

“The uneasiness over article 10 is due to the impression that
it might require the United States to send troops to any part
of the world to defend a member of the league against attack
by another State. This is a mistake arising from failure to
perceive the true function of article 10 in the covenant. It is
not part of the machinery to prevent wars. That machinery is
contained in articles 12, 13, 15, and 16. What article 10 secures
is that wars which occur in spite of these other provisions shall
not result in loss of territory or political independence by any
member of the league. This becomes clear when one considers
what would necessarily happen under the covenant in case of
war.

“ Let us suppose, for example, an attack by Roumania against
Hungary without previous submission of the dispute to arbitra-
tion or to inquiry by the council. TUnder article 16 Roumania
would ipso facto be deemed to have committed an act of war
against all the other members of the league, each of which would
be bound immediately 1o subject Roumania to the economic boy-
cott. It would also be the duty eof the council to recommend to
the several Governments what effective military or naval forces
the members of the league should severally contribute. The
members of the league would further be bound mutually to sup-
port one another in the financial and economic measures taken,
and to afford passage through their territory to the forces of the
league. All this action of the league would take place under
article 16 and not under article 10. In case the dispute had
been submitted to arbitration, and Hungary had complied with
the award of the arbitrators, if Roumania should then attack
Hungary, the same results would follow. 89 also if the dispute
had been submitted to inquiry, and Roumania should attack, not-
withstanding the compliance of Hungary with the recommenda-
tions ;af a report unanimously agreed to by the members of the
counc

“In none of the foregoing instances would there be recourse
to article 10. Now, notice what would happen in case of an
inquiry by the council if the report of the council were not
unanimously agreed to. In that event the members of the
league, under article 16, reserve to themselves the right to take
such action as they shall consider necessary for the mainte-
nance of right and justice. War between Roumania and Hun-
gary would be permitted and the other members of the league
would be free to go in or stay out. Such liberty of action is en-
tirely inconsistent with the view that article 10 imposes an obli-
gation to defend members of the league against attack. The
covenant, however, by article 10 does not allow even a permitted
war fo result in impairment of territorial integrity or of politi-
cal independence. It requires the members of the league to
seek, through the agency of the council, to agree upon a course
of action which will prevent such a result.

“The preceding exposition shows that article 10 has far less
importance in its practical bearing than is generally supposed,
and that in the actual working of the league it will seldom be
invoked. Fears which have been aroused would be dispelled
by an interpretative reservation declaring that the United
States assunies no obligation to employ its military or naval
forces or to use economic pressure to preserve the territorial
Integrity and existing political independence of any member of
the leagne unless Congress so provides.

“The fourth reservation requiring the assent of Congress for
the acceptance of any mandate by the United States is inter-
pretative and should be accepted.

* The fifth reservation relating to domestic questions is objee-
tionable both in substance and in form and should be revised,
It not only reserves to the United States exclusively the right
to decide what questions are within its domestic jurisdiction
but also derclares that all political questions relating wholly or
in part to its internal affairs ‘are not under this treaty to be
submitted in any way either to arbitration or to the considera-
tion of the council or the assembly, or any ageney thereof, or to
the decision or recommendation of any other power.” The word-
ing, mot to mention its prolixity and the defiant tone, is so
broad as to enable the United States to withdraw from the
Jjurisdiction of the league almost every dispute which it may
have. We shall not have many disputes which we could not
fairly claim to involve a political question relating in part to
our internal affairs. Among the examples given of the ques-
tions so reserved are commerce, which, if of an international
character, is certainly not a domestic question, and the sup-
pression of traffic in women and children and in opium and
other dangerous drogs. Senator Lopse wants to forbid the
agencies of the league to recommend to the United States co-
operation in a world-wide plan for the suppression of traffic in
women and children, in opium, or other dangerous drugs. This
is absurd. The covenant makes the rules of international law
the test of whether a question is domestie. If the Senate will
not trust the council of the league to apply international law
correctly, it ought at least to indieate a standard according to
which the United States will decide. The reservation should
go no further than to withdraw from the sphere of action of
the league questions which the United States decides are, by
international law, solely within its domestic jurisdiction.

“The sixth reservation is interpretative and, in substance,
should be accepted. It is verbose and unduly self-important,
and by its tone is likely to offend South American countries,
No reason is apparent why a simple statement that the United
States understands and declares that the Monroe doctrine is
not within the sphere of action of the league would not answer
the purpose.

“1It is not necessary to declare that the United States will
not submit domestic guestions or the Monroe doctrine to arbi-
tration, because, as pointed out above, the members of the
league are bound to submit to arbitration only such disputes as
they recognize to be sunitable for arbitration. The horror with
which Republican Senators regard the possibility that the coun-
cil may assume to investigate and report on disputes involving
an Ameriean domestic question or the Monroe doetrine evi-
dences an extraordinary change of view with regard to national
policy. It is not as generally known as it should be that in
1914, on the initiative of Secretary of State Bryan, the United
States made treaties for the advancement of peace with nearly
a score of States, including Great Britain, France, and Italy.
All these treaties provide that disputes of every nature whatso-
ever shall, when diplomatic methods of adjustment have failed,
be referred for investigation and report to a permanent inter-
national commission, and that the parties shall not declare war
or begin hostilities during such investigation and before tha
report is submitted. A year is allowed for the international
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commission to complete its investigation and report. The Sen-
ate ratified all these treaties without opposition. They are now
in force and are part of the supreme law of the land. Domestic
questions and the Monroe doctrine are not excluded from their
operation. The United States i8, therefore, bound to submit
for investigation and report by a body of which a majority are
not to be American citizens any dispute over a domestic ques-
tion or the Monroe doctrine that we may have with Great
Britain, France, Italy, or the other countries which are parties
to the Bryan treaties. The Bryan treaties are mentioned only
to show the unreality of the issues which Senator Lopce has
raised.

“ The seventh reservation withholds the assent of the United
States to the articles of the treaty relating to Shantung. Ameri-
can opinion regards the transfer of German rights in Shantung
to Japan as one of the chief ‘wrongs of the treaty. On the
other hand, the country is not prepared to oust Japan by force,
The general feeling is that if this reservation would make it
impossible for the other powers to accept our ratification it
should be dropped. Much, therefore, depends upen the knowl-
edge which the administration mmst have regarding the atti-
tude of the other powers. If the reservation is not fatal, its
;adoption might go a long way toward securing a satisfactory
‘compromise in other
'~ “The eighth reservation ought to have much more careful
examination than it has received and should be meodified. It
retains in Congress complete control over the extent of the
participation of the United States in the commissions and other
international bodies created to carry out the peace treaty and
over the appointment of Americans on these bodies and on the
committees of the league of nations, and it empowers Congress
to define their powers and duties. There are very serious ob-
jections to these provisions. It is proper for Congress to pro-
vide by law for the appointment of the representatives of the
United States in the assembly and the council of the league,
and possibly of the American representatives on the interna-
tional bodies which are to carry out the peace treaty. But it is
not right to leave to the future discretion of Congress the deci-
sion as to whether the United States will participate at all In
the bodies which are to execute the treaty and those which are
to act for the league of nations. This is work which can not
wait, and the other nations are entitled to know at once
whether Ameriea is to cooperate with them or not. Congress
also should not define the powers and duties of the American
representatives. Their powers and duties are defined by the
‘treaty. If the American representatives were governed by a
different law prescribing different duties from those of their
colleagues, the resulting confusion might render their presence
more embarrassing than useful. Finally, the reservation might
be construed so as to require appointments to the staff of the
secretariat of the league to be approved by the Senate. This,
at least, should be ¢hanged. The staff of the secretariat will
have no political duties. They will represent, not the coun-
tries of which they are citizens, but the league of nations.
They will be experts in International law, economics, finance,
geography, ete. Their duty will be to gather and make avail-
able information for the use of the council and the assembly.
The covenant provides that the secretaries and the staff of the
secretariat shall be appointed by the secretary general (Sir
Eric Drummond), with the approval of the council. Experts
who serve the United States Government are appointed by the
 heads of departments without the approval of the Senate. The
Senate should leave the selection of American experts for the
(secretariat to the secretary general and the couneil, who will
know best the requirements of the work.

“The ninth reservation declares the understandingz of the
‘United States to be that the reparation commission will regu-
Iate or interfere with exports from the United States to Ger-
many or from Germany to the United States only when Con-
‘gress has approved. The clearest feature of this provision is
that it is self-regarding. The reparation commission has no
express power to regulate imports and exports to and from
Germany. But as Germany ngrees fo effectunte its findings,
the meaning of the reservation probably is that the reparation
commission is not to adopt, without the approval of Congress,
cany finding which wounld require German legislation affecting
irade with the United States. This weould be a cumbrous
method of working, which might make sgerious trounble. The
reservation should not be accepted unless it must be to secure
ratification.

“The tenth reservation provides that the United States
shall not be obligated to contribute any expenses incurred under
the treaty until an appropriation therefor shall have been
made by Congress. Of all the reservations, this is perhaps the
pettiest and most humiliating for this country. The richest

nation, the one least damaged by the war, is the only one to
haggle about the expense of carrying out the treaty. If this
reservation is not rejected entirely, as it should be, at least
the secretariat of the league of nations sheuld be excepted from
its operation. The covenant provides that the expense of the
secretariat shall be borne by the members of the league in
accordance with the apportionment of the expenses of the
International Bureau of the Universal Postal Union, of which
the United States is a member. Under this scheme each mem-
ber pays a fixed proportion of the total expense, If, however,
the United States enters into no agreement and will contribute
only what Congress chooses to appropriate, the plans of the
secretariat can not be settled until Congress has made its
appropriation. By niggardly appropriations Congress, which
can not judge intelligently what the work of the secretariat
should be, could cripple this agency, upon which the council
and assembly must depend for information and expert advice.

“The eleventh reservation concerning the reduction of arma-
ments should not be accepted. Article 8 of the covenant charges
the council with the duty of formulating plans for the reduction
of national armaments for the consideration of the several Gov-
ernments, and provides that after these plans shall have been
adopted, limits of armaments therein fixed shall not be exceeded
without the concurrence of the council. Senator Lobee proposes
to reserve the right to increase the armaments without the con-
sent of the council whenever the United States is threatened
with Invasion or engaged in war. The United States is less
exposed than any other of the great nations to the danger of in-
vasion or attack. Reduction of armaments, the surest safe-
guard against war, is possibly the greatest present need of the
world. The continuance of competition in armaments will put
an intolerable burden on every people, would perpetnate mili-
tarism, and would certainly lead again to war. The only hope
of getting reduction lies in a general agreement binding on all
nations alike. Let us do nothing now to lessen the chanee of
such an agreement. This reservation is not necessary for our
protection. The members of the league are not bound to adopt
the plans which the council will formulate. When these plans
are presented we shall know more about the value of the league
than we do now. If it should then be deemed necessary, we
can require the covenant to be amended as a condition of our
adoption of the plan,

“The twelfth reservation providing that Congress may per-
mit the nationals of a covenant-breaking state residing in the
United States to continue their relations with the nationals of
the United States is harmless. Probably it expresses the inter-
pretation which would be given to the covenant; in any case the
departure from its terms is negligible.

“The thirteenth reservation relates to the system created
by the freaty for the payment of prewar debts and for the ad-
justment of the proceeds of enemy property. It is vaguely
worded and its application is not clear, but as it relates to
matters of minor importance, and as any power may decline
to participate in the system by giving six months’ notice, it can
be accepted for the sake of securing an agreement to ratify.

“For the same reason the fourteenth reservation eoncerning
the international labor organization can be accepted. It with-
holds the assent of the United States to the provisions creating
the international labor organization unless Congress shall here-
after make provision for representation therein. This organi-
zation Is only authorized to make recommendations for legisla-
tion, which may be rejected, and to collect and distribute infor-
mation on labor, so that it is hard to understand the reason for
refusing to accept the provisions of the treaty. The adoption of
the reservations would doubtless deeply disappoint the best ele-
ments of American labor. But after the Senate has enjoyed the
satisfaction of showing its power, labor will probably be able
to bring to bear sufiicient influence to induce Congress to provide
for American representation on satisfactory terms,

“The fifteenth reservation relates to the gix votes In the
assembly of the league of the British Empire and its self-govern-
ing dominions. The latter part, providing in substance that in
case of any dispute between the United States and any part of
the British Empire, none of the six votes shall be cast, is inter-
pretative and should be adopted. But the first part, providing
that the United States * assumes no obligation to be bound by any
election, decision, report, or finding of the council or assembly in
which any members of the league and its self-roverning domin-
ions, colonies, or paris of empire in the aggregate have cast more
than one vote,” should be rejected.

“In the first place, the self-governing dominions wounld not
permit Great Britain to accept this provision. They rightfully
feel that they have earned a voice in the league, and would
regard the attempt to exclude them as an affront. In the sec-
ond place, the provision is not necessary for our protection.
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The whole outery against the six votes is based upon a miscon-
struction of the covenant, which has misled many who are
unfamiliar with its provisions, and which on the part of its
leading opponents seems willful.

“Let us first consider the council, where the British Empire
now has but one vote. It can not secure another without the
consent of the Ameriean representative, The assembly may
from time to time select the temporary members of the council,
but it can do so only by unanimous agreement. The council,
with the approval of a majority of the assembly, may name
additional members of the league, whose representatives shall
always be members of the council. But the council must be
unanimous. It is therefore not possible for a self-governing
dominion, colony, or part of the British Empire to have repre-
sentation on the council unless the American representative
assents.

“Now, as to the assembly: Except in regard to matters of
procedure, the assembly can not make a decision, report, or
finding without the concurrence of the representatives of the
members of the league represented on the council. The United
States has exactly the same protection against any unfavorable
action by the assembly as it would have if the matter were
before the council instead of the assembly. It is true that
a new member may be admitted to the league by two-thirds
of the assembly. In elections (but in no other ease) the six
votes confer unequal power. DBut has America anything to
fear from the election of new members? The American view
is that the league should embrace all civilized nations.

“The unreality of the objection to the six votes is seen when
one recalls that Cuba, Haiti, Guatemala, Nicarigua, and Pan-
ama will be members of the leagune, and that in fact it is likely
that the United States will have more influence over the votes
of these States than Great Britain will be able to exercise
over the votes of Australia, Canada, and the other dominions.

“The covenant of the league is not perfect. Nobody contends
that it is. But if we do not take it and use it in the frust that
custom and experience will enable the world to so develop it
so that in time there may be a saner management of interna-
tional relationships, what is the alternative? The alternative
is the “balance of power’ breaking down inevitably in disaster,
in which, as recent experience proves, the United States will
share.”

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by D. K.
Hempstead, lts enrolling clerk, announced that the House had
passed the bill (H. R, 11368) making appropriations for the
current and contingent expenses of the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, for fulfilling treaty stipulations with various Indian tribes,
and for other purposes, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1921, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the House had passed a
concurrent resolution extending the time until Marech 1, 1920,
within which the joint special committee shall report relative
to the participation of the United States in the observance of
the three hundredth anniversary of the landing of the Pilgrims,
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES,

Mr. EDGE, from the Committee on Immigration, to which
was referred the joint resolution (S. J, Res. 134) to readmit
Augusta Louise de Haven-Alten to the status and privileges of
a citizen of the United States, reported it without amendment.

Mr. LENROOT, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 2056) te amend sections 4874
and 4875 of the Revised Statutes, and to provide a compensation
for superintendents of national cemeteries, reported it with
an amendment and submitted a report (No. 871) thereon.

WITKESS FEES IN FEDERAL COURTS.

Mr. NELSON. From the Committee on the Judiciary I report
back favorably without amendment the bill (8. 3681) to amend
section 848, chapter 16, Revised Statutes of the United States,
relating to witness fees. I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the bill,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Minnesota asks
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the bill just
reported by him. Is there any objection?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, if no objection is made to the
present consideration of the bill, I shall not take up the time
of the Senate in making a statement in reference to it.

Mr. SMOOT. I should like to have the Senator from Min-
nesota state the purpose of the bill.

Mr. NELSON. I will state the purpose of the bill. Under
existing law witnesses in United States courts are only entitled
to a dollar and a half a day for attending court and 5 cents

per mile in going and coming. Under present conditions it is
exceedingly difficult to get witnesses to attend; they avoid
doing so because it costs them much more than a dollar and a
half a day for their board. They oftentimes have to pay as
much as a dollar and a half for a single meal. The bill pro-
poses to increase the payment for the attendance of such wit-
nesses to $3 a day, the same as is paid in the case of jurors.
That is the only change of existing law proposed.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Minnesota
permit an inquiry?

Mr, NELSON. Certainly.

-Mr. KING. Is there any time limitation in the bill or is it
proposed to be a perpetual policy, so far as this Congress may
enforce a perpetual policy?

Mr. NELSON. If the bill is passed, it becomes the law in
reference to the fees of such witnesses.

Mr, KING. In view of the fact that the Senator from Minne-
sota assigns as a reason for the passage of the measure the
high prices now existing, would it not be proper to fix a time
limit in the bill?

Mr. NELSON. I do not think under ordinary conditions $3
a day is too high for witness fees. We have been paying jury-
men that sum, and I do not know why a witness should not
have that much per diem for attendance.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, if the Senator from
Minnesota will permit me, I think I can throw some light on
this subject. I introduced this bill at the instance of the offi-
cials of the Federal court in Nebraska. The States west of
Nebraska are operating under a statute which enables them to
pay $3 a day for witnesses while the courts in States east of
Montana are only permitted to pay $1.50 a day. That statute
was enacted, I think, in 1856, very many years ago, when the
dollar had an entirely different value from what it now has
and when expenses were very much less. Jurors are now paid
$3 a day for attendance. If a man is called as a juror in the
same court he gets $3 a day, while the witness called in the
same case only gets $1.50.

The experience of the Federal courts—at least that is true
in my section of the country—is that it is a hardship for wit-
nesses to attend court. The result is that when men ascertain
the fact of this hardship, as they do from those who have had
experience, they often suppress the fact that they have in-
formation which might make them witnesses, It is a serious
hardship to bring a man, as is sometimes done, a hundred miles
to a court in Omaha or in Lincoln, keep him there for a number
of days, and only allow him $1.50 a day, when his actual cost
of living during that time at some of the hotels is several times
that amount.

The Federal officials are asking for this legislation; it is
not being asked for by any class of individuals, for witnesses,
necessarily, come from all classes of people and from various
classes of people at different times. However, the Federal offi-
cials in order to promote court proceedings are asking that the
old law, which was enacted more than two generations ago, be
s0 changed as to make it less of a hardship for witnesses to
attend court when called there. I believe the bill is an im-
portant measure and should be passed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read as
follows :

Be it enacted, etc., That section 848 of chapter 16, Revised Statutes
of the United States, be amended striking out the words ‘ one
dollar and fifty cents® and inserting lieu thereof the words * three
dollars,” so the same shall read:

“ For each day’'s attendance in court, or before any officer, pursuant
to law, $3, and 5 cents a mile for going from his 1i’1ace of residence
to the place of trial or hearing, and 5 cents a mile for returning.
When a witness is subpena in"more than one cause between the
same parties, at the same court, only one travel fee and one per diem
compensation shall be allowed for attendance. Both shall taxed
in the ecase first disposed of, after which the per diem attendance fee
alone shall be taxed in the other cases in the order in which they are
di.sposed of. .

*When a witness is detained in prison for want of security for his
appearance he shall be entitled, in addition to this subsistence, to a
compengation of §1 a day.”

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

COURT AT LAURINBURG, N. C.

Mr. OVERMAN. I report back favorably without amend-
ment from the Committee on the Judiciary the bill (S. 3696)
to change the time for holding court in Laurinburg, eastern
district of North Carolina, and I ask unanimous consent for its
present consideration. The bill only affects the time of holding
a district court in my State,
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of
f’ﬁ Whole, proceededl to consider the bill, which was read, as
OLOWS :

Beo it enaeted, ctc., That the act establishing terms of the district |
city of Laurinbn

court in the 1g, N. C., on the last Monday in Sep-
}eﬁzher and March be, and the same is hereby, amended to read
'ollows :
“That terms of the distriet court for the eastern
Carolina shall hereafter be held in the city of Laur on
before the last Monday in March and September instead on the last
Monday in September and March, az provided for in the original bill
creating the terms of court at Laurinburg.” =
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

LITERACY TEST OF IMMIGRANTS.

AMr. STERLING. In the absence of the junior Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Nucext], I report back favorably without amend-
ment the bill (8. 3566) to amend section 3 of an act entitled
“An aect to regulate the immigration of aliens to, and the resi-
dence of gliens in, the United States,” approved February b,
:ll)?r{. I call the attention of the Senator from New York to the

1L

Mr. CALDER. I ask unanimous consent for the present eon-
sideration of the bill just reported by the Senator from South
Dalkota,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

Mr. THOMAS, Let the bill be read, Mr, President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Bead the bill

The bill was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, ele., That seetion 8 of an act entitled “An act to

late the n liens the residence of aliens {
ﬁ“umﬁ’ States, i%mgéd‘ u:ttcr" %,mmﬂ, is hereby amended bnf
adding at the end thereof the !unwmﬁ A

* Provided further, That an alien who ean not read may, if otherwise
admissible, be admitted if, within five i;ll;ﬂ after this act becomes
Bt s of 1he Uahed Siies Suri o wat i . Lyl

Tman Government roquests that such alien be admitted, and, with
the ppproval of the Secretary of Labor, marries such alien at a United
States immigration statiop.”

Ar. CALDER, Mr. President, the purpose of the bill is to
permit an alien who proposes to marry an honorably discharged
goldier of the United States to come here and marry that sol-
dier, provided the alien can pass every fest save only the lit-
eracy test. I have been prompted to introduce the bill by the
fact that a soldier of Italian birth who had lived in this country
for 10 years, who fought in our Army in Europe and was
wounded, went back to visit his own home in Italy, returned to
Ameriea, where he was discharged, and then sent back to Italy
for the girl he proposed to marry. She arrived here and
passed every test save the literacy test, but she can not
under the law be allowed to enter this country to marry
him, and must accordingly go back to Italy. He c¢an go
back to Italy on the same ship with her and marry her
there and bring her back to this country on the next ship.
YWe have passed here several bills permitting the restoration of
citizenship to American women who have married German
noblemen, and it seems to me we ought to permit the literacy
test to be waived in cases such as I have outlined.
~ Mr. THOMAS. I shall not object to the bill, but I think the
title should be amended so as to read, “A bill to encourage
matrimony abreoad.”

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, do I understand the only dif-
ference between the law after this bill passes, if it does pass, and
the law now is that the marriage may take place here instead
of in Ttaly? ]

Mr. CALDER. Yes; rather than to require an American sol-
dier to go back to Italy. 3

Mr. BORAH. In other words, if the Ameriean soldier shonld
return to Italy he would be permitted to marry the woman and
bring her here notwithstanding the faet that she is unable to
pass the test?

Mr. CALDER. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. I certainly do not desire to enforce that kind of
a trip in these hard times.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

The bill was reported to the Senate withont amendment, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

FEDERAT BUILDING AT ST. LOUILS, MO.

Mr. SPENCER. I am authorized by the Committee on Public

Buildings and Grounds to report back favorably without amend-

district of North |
Monday

ment the bill (H. B. 484) to provide for the erection of a Federal
office building on the site ncguired for the Subtreasury in St.
Louis, Mo., and I ask unanimous consent for its immediate con-
sideration.

AMr, SMOOT. I ask that the bill be read.

g‘ha‘bm was read, as follows:

¢ it enacted, ete., That in carrying out that provision in the act of
Congress approved %fauh 4, 1918 (s':‘st.m., . ESB}. which authorized
the construction of a buil for the Uniwg States Subtreasury and
other governmental offices in St. Louis, Mo. the site theretofore
uired for that purpose, the of the may have said

g 80 constructed as to omit accommodations for the Subtreasury.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President, may I ask a question of the
Senator from Missouri, if it will not disturb the harmony of
passing these bills quickly? Does the bill require an additional
appropriation?

Mr, SPENCER. It does not. I was about to make a state-
ment concerning it. Congress in 1910 authorized the purchase
of a tract of land, which hasg been bought and paid for. In
1913 Congress authorized the erection of a building and an
appropriation was made. The Secretary of the Treasury has
come to the conclusion that in the construection of that building
he can do without the use of that building for the Subtreasury,
and he desires the authority of Congress in erecting the building
to eliminate the provision for the Subtreasury. That is all that
this bill, which has passed the House, proposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered fo a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. WARREN:

A bill (8. 3697) for the relief of Archie B. and Gladys B.
{I})arll.ng (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on

By Mr. CALDER:

A bill (8. 3698) conferring jurisdiction upon certain courts
of the Unifed States to hear and determine the claim of the
owners of the derrick Cenfury against the United States, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr, McCUMBER;

A Dbill (8. 8699) to amend section 177 of the Judicial Code;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

A bill (8. 83700) authorizing and directing the Secretary of
State to examine and settle the claim of the Wales Island Pack-
ing Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 8701) granting an increase of pension to Minerva
(. McMillan; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. KENYON: .

A bill (8. 8702) to regulate the issuance of stock by corpora-
tions engaged in inte-state commerce; to the Committee on
Interstate Commerce.

By Mr. :

A bill (8. 8703) granting an increase of pension to Edward
S. Stimpson (with accompanying paperg) ; to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. FERNALD:

A bill (8, B704) granting n pension to Amanda M. Chase (with
aceompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SPENCER:

A bill (8. 3705) for the relief of George Y. Stinebaker;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

WATER-POWER DEVELOPMENT.

Mr. WALSH of Montana submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 8184) tfo create a
Federal power commission and to define its powers and duties,
to provide for the improvement of navigation, for the develop-
ment of water power, for the use of lands of the United States
in relation thereto, to repeal section 18 of “An act making
appropriations for the construction, repair, and preservation
of certain public works on rivers and harbors, and for other
purposes,” approved August 8, 1917, and for other purposes,
which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed.

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1 present a number of amendments to
House bill 8184, the so-called water-power bill, which I shonld
like to have printed and le on the table to be called up at the
appropriate time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Tt will be so ordered.

AMENDMERTS TO INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. WALSH of Montana submitted an amendment proposing
to appropriate $25,000 for the construction and improvement of .




1920.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

1363

the road through the Blackfeet Indian Reservation in Montana,
ete,, intended to be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation
bill, which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs
and ordered to be printed.

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate
£10,000 for the construetion of a bridge across Two Medicine
Creek, on the Blackfeet Indian Reservation in Montana, in-
tended to be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill,
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs and
ordered to be printed.

LAXD GRANTS TO RAILROADS.

Mr, KING. Mr, President, during the debate a few days ago
on the Cuommins railroad bill the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
CuaMBERLAIN] put into the Recorp some statements in regard
to the railroad land grants. It is claimed by Mr. Baldwin, who
has written to me, and who had a great deal to do with the
railroad grants, that the statement made by the distinguished
Senator from Oregon was inaccurate and did a grave injustice
to those who were connected with the grants. He has sent me
a statement and asked that, in justice, it be inserted in the
Reconp. I have submitted it to the Senator from Oregon, and
he has consented that it go in the Recorp. I think that it should
be submitted and placed in the REcorp as a reply to the state-
ment made by the Senator from Oregon, and I ask unanimous
consent that it may be printed in the Recorp without reading.

There being no objection, the statement referred to was or-
dered to be printed in the IRlecorp, as follows:

“The remarks of Senator CHampERrAIN, of Oregon, in the
Senate on Friday, December 19, 1919, contain so many mistakes
of fact and so many half truths that they do not correctly rep-
resent the subject of land grants to railroads. The Senator
himself is probably an unconscious vietim of this misrepre-
sentation, because his speech consists largely of quotations from
a publication ealled ‘ Encyclopedia of American Government,”

“The most casual reading of this encyclopedia article will
show that it was hastily and carelessly compiled and that, so
far as the Government land grants are concerned, it entirely
omits consideration of the essential features. These features
are the conditions and eircumstances which led to the making
of these land grants.

“What were the lands worth; that is, what valoe did the
Government part with, and what exaetions did the Government
make from the companies to whom the grants were made?

“The first important Government land grant in aid of the
econstruction of railroads was in 1850, which was a grant of
2 500,000 acres in Illinois to aid in the construction of the Illi-
nois Central Railroad. The father of this measure was Stephen
A. Douglas. Prior to 1850 there were no Government land
grants, and a reading of the encyclopedia article quoted by
Senator CHAMBERrAIN will show how insignificant were the
money contributions prior to 1850. The fact is that in almost
every case the States either owned the roads or were financially
interested in them. The State of Michigan, for instance, built
and owned the Michigan Central road from Detroit to Kalama-
zoo, which it operated for yvears at a loss and sold in 1846 for
a small consideration. The land-grant policy of aid to railroads
began In 1850 with the Illinois Central grant.

“If Senator CHAMBERLAIN had had an opportunity to read
the debates in the Senate when these land grants were made,
instead of inserting into the REcorp a mass of statements from
an encyclopedia, he would have learned the conditions which
existed in 1850, the motives and reasons which inspired the
Senators of that day to vote these land grants, the values which
the Government parted with, and the valuable finaneinl reserva-
tions that were inserted as conditions of the grants, and the
wisdom of the policy.

“The following are extracts from speeches of Henry Clay,
Thomas H. Benton, and Stephen A. Douglas in the Senate upon
the snbject of the Illinois land grant which throw an illuminat-
ing light upon this whole subject and are typieal of all the
speeches made on the subject:

“iAr. Doveras. It is simply carrying cut a principle which
has been acted upon for 30 years, by which you cede each alter-
nate section of land and double the price of the alternate see-
tions not ceded, so that the same price is received for the whole.
These lands have been in the market for 15 to 80 years; the
average time is about 23 years ; but they will not sell at the usual
price of $1.25 per acre, because they are distant from any
navigable stream or a market for produce. A railroad will
make the lands salable at double the usual price, because the
improvement made will make them valuable.

“iHexry Cray. With respect to the State of Illinois—and I
believe the 'same is true to a censiderable extent with reference
to Mississippi and Alabama, but I happen to know something

’

personally of the interier of the State of Hlinois—that portion
of the State through which this road will run is & soeeession
of prairies, the prineipal of which is denominated the “ Grand
Prairie.” I do net recolleet its exaet length; it is, I believe,
about 300 miles in length and but 100 in breadth. Now, this
road will pass directly throngh that Grand Prairie lengthwise,
and there is nobody who knews anything of that Grand Prairie
who does not know that the land is utterly worthless for any
present purpose—not because it is net fertile but fer want of
wood and water and from the fact that it is inaceessible, want-
ing all facilities for reaching a market or for transporting
timber, so that nobody will go there and settle while it is so
destitute of all the advantages of society and the conveniences
which arise from a social state. And now, by constructing this
road through the prairie, through the eenter of the State of
Illinois, you bring millions of acres of land immediately into
the market, which will otherwise remain for years and years
entirely unsalable. ;

**‘Taomas H. Bextox. From the consideration which I gave
to that subject at that early day, it appeared to me that it was
a beneficial disposition for the United States to make of her
refuse lands, to cede them to the States in which they lay. Lands
which had been 20 or 25 years in the market at the minimum
price, and had never found a purchaser up to that time, were
classed as refuse, and it was deemed that the State, as a local
anthority, might be able to make some disposition of them,
which the General Government, without machinery of land
offices, could not. The principle of the bill before the Senate is
to take the refuse lands and appropriate them to a great object
of internal improvement, which, although it has its locality in
a particnlar State, produces advantages which we all know
spread far and wide, for a geod road can not be made any-
where without being beneficial to the whole United States.

“* But, Mr. President, with respect to the general proposition,
this application rests upon a principle that young States are
made desolate, in a great degree, by having lands in their
midst that pay no taxes, undergo no cultivation, that are held
at a price that nobody will pay, and which, in fact, in some parts
of the country become jungles for the protection of wild beasts
that prey upon the flocks and herds of the farmers.

“Why did not Senator CHAMBERLAIN examine the record
of these debates? Why did he not inguire and state what the
rallroad companies were compelled to give back in return for
what the Gevernment granted to them?

THE ILLIXOIS CEXTBAL GRANT.

“ Because it was the first of these Government land grants
and embraced the most valuable lands covered by any grant of
agricultural land a correct knowledge of its valwe will throw
light upon the whole subject.

“ The first point to consider is what were these lands worth
in 1850; what did the Government give to secure the construe-
tion of the Illinois Ceniral road? What value did the Govern-
ment part with?

“This all-important inguiry is ignored by Senator CHAMBER-
rarx. The reason for its importance has been well put by
I'rof. Allen, of the University of Chicago, as follows:

“¢In determining the principle represented by the lamds we
must take account of the actual value of the lands in 1851
The values which the railroad company was to receive for the
lands were not foreseen, and the State eould justly claim com-
pensation only for the values it surrendered. The lands had
been offered by the General Government at $1.23 per acre
without finding buyers, but as soon as the lands were granted to
the railroad company the minimum price for Government as
well as railroad lands beeame $2.50. More than this they were
gnre to bring, but only in case the private corporatien bring
in the read to develop them.’

“YWhat contribution, then, did the Government make toward
the construetion of the Illinois Central Railroad?

“ Senator Douglas and all the other Senators state clearly
what was the value of these lauds, They had been in the open
market for sale for 25 years with ne purchasers. The pro-
moters of the road, who took the risk of the venture, eould
have bought this land with no strings to it, no restrictions what-
ever, at $1.25 per acre. The grant was for 2,500,000 acres, so
that the outside estimate of what the Gevernment contributed
was $3,100,000.

% The efficials of the road could have bought the land for
$3.100,000.

“ But that is far more than the Government parted with, be-
cause not only did the building of the road enable the Govern-
ment to immediately raise the price of all its adjoining lands
from $1.25 to $2.50 per acre, as Senator Douglas explains, but it
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gave them a market for land which, without the railroad, was
not salable at any price.

“ Senator CHAMBERLAIN in his speech was inconsistent in his
attitude toward the railroad companies in this matter of the
value of their land grants. In one sentence he demounces them
for not holding the lands for higher prices and in another de-
nounces them for refusing to sell to settlers at low prices. He
says, ‘If the lands had been husbanded as carefully as they
ought to have been, these grants ought to have built the roads,’
but in the very next sentence he bitterly denounces an Oregon
railroad company for refusing to sell lands which he describes
8 ‘magnificent’ and ‘covered with the finest timber ip the
world,” at $2.50 per acre. In one breath he condemns them
because they sold the lands at low prices and in the next breath
condemns them for refusing to sell at low prices.

“The Illinois Ceniral grant, as stated, had a possible market
value of £3,100,000. That is an outside estimate of what value
the Government parted with as a contribution toward the build-
- ing of a railroad through a region which Henry Clay described
as ‘ utterly worthless for any present purpose’ and Thomas H.
Benton referred to as ‘ jungles for the protection of wild beasts
that prey upon the flocks and herds of the farmers.’

* But what has the Government and the State of Illinois taken
from the Illinois Central Co. and its owners in consideration of
that land grant worth $3,100,0007 It has already taken more than
$21,000,000 in money and continues to take at the rate of hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars every year.

“ Senator CHAMBERTAIN profested, ‘I am not inimical to rail-
roads; I am friendly to them.! Why, then, did he not acquaint
the Senate with something of the other side of the story? Why
did he not mention what the railroad companies have been
forced to pay for these land grants?

“The acts of Congress granting the lands contained provisions
which, in some cases, have compelled the companies to pay out
in money more than the lands were worth, and the various
States to which grants were made in trust for specified com-
panies added other costly conditions.

“Two of the clauses that have proved most expensive to the
railroads are as follows:

*“In 1876 Congressman Holman, of Indiana, caused to be in-
serted in the appropriation bill the following clause:

‘¢ Railroad companies whose railroads were constructed in
whole or in part by a land grant made by Congress, on the condi-
tion that the mails should be transported over their roads at such
price as Congress should by law direct, shall receive only 80
per cent of the compensation otherwise authorized by this
section.’

“Another provision that was in all the grants reads as follows:

“*The railroad accepting such grant shall be free from toll
or other charge upon the transportation of any property or
troops of the United States.’

“In addition to the mail pay deductions and the stipulation
for transportation of property and troops of the United States,
the State of Illinois inserted in the Illinois Central grant a
clause under which that company must pay in perpetuity 7 per
cent of the gross earnings of these charter lines into the State
treasury in lieu of general taxes, which would be approximately 3
to 3% per cent. Under the Federal valuation law proceedings
these figures are obliged to be correctly stated, and the following
is an official statement of these items as of the valuation date of
June 30, 1915:

Excess State tax on operating revenues

Mail pay deductions__ e 3 ,
Freight deductions S a2 448, 827. 70
Deductions for handling troops, munitions of war, ete- 2, 630, 643. 24

21, 148, 258, 31

“There is no doubting the signifieance of these figures. They
are typical of the greater part of all the land grants.

“The value of the Illinois Central grant was $3,100,000, and
up to June 30, 1915, it had cost the company in cash $21,148,258,
and these charges against its revenues are to continue forever.
Any business man would say that the Illinois Central would be
in better shape financially to-day if, instead of accepting this
land grant, it had borrowed the money and bought this $3,100,000
worth of land outright and owned it free from restrictions.

* Concerning one important feature of the situation Senator
CuaMBERLAIN in his speech makes a most unfortunate misstate-
ment. He says that the grants provided that the roads wounld
carry Government troops and property and munitions of war
free. They did not contain any such provision. The clause
referred to reserved to the Government the right to use the
railroad the same as it could use any other highway, but did not
require the companies to hire employees and buy coal and pro-
vide cars for the free use of the Government. As the Senator

$16, 499, 995. 00
292, 37

states, this question was submitted to the Supreme Court, which
only allowed 50 per cent as the necessary operating charge. It
is now over 80 per cent.

“ Because of this Supreme Court decision Senator CHAMBER-
LAIN denounces the railroads. He says: ‘The railroad com-
panies did not carry out their agreement, but repudiated the
contract solemnly entered into.’

“They did carry out their agreement, and they did not re-
pudiate their contract. The Senator from Oregon seems willing
to ignore the decision of the Supreme Court in favor of the
companies upon a question that was open to reasonable doubt,
and to characterize the acceptance by the roads of that decision
as a repudiation of contract, and yet claims to be fair-minded!
He offers that decision of the Supreme Court, which was ren-
dered 43 years ago, as a reason why he now opposes return of
these properties to their owners.

THE IOWA LAXD GRANTS.

“ Next in agricultural value to the Illinois lands were the
grants to the State of Towa in 1856 in trust for four named com-
panies, namely, the Burlington & Missouri River (now Chicago,
Burlington & Quiney), the Mississippi & Missouri (now Rock
[sland), the Cedar Rapids & Missouri River (now Chicago &
North Western), and the Dubuque & Sioux City (now Illinois
Central),

“The table which the Senator from Oregon inserts in his
remarks is not a correct statement of the acreage received by
the companies. In the case of the Burlington road his table
states the acreage as 389,990 acres, when, in fact, it was 358,424
n!scl;%s;, a diserepancy of nearly 10 per cent. The explanation

s:

“The grants were of the odd-numbered sections within 6
miles of the line of road as definitely located, with indemnity
for shortages to be selected within 15 miles, but could only
apply to the ‘public lands’ within the designated limits. No
land to which any title or even a ‘eclaim of right’ in any other
person existed at the date when the grant took effect was
‘public’ land, and therefore no such land passed to the rail-
road company. In the older Western States (Illinois, Iowa,
and Missouri) a large part of the lands had been *entered’
or filed upon or settled under military bounty land warrants
or under preemption certificates, so that, although by the gen-
eral terms of the act the ‘ grant’ to the Burlington road in Iowa
was over 900,000 acres, it was never able to get over 358,400
acres. In many cases also where lands were actually patented
to railroad companies they afterwards lost them through con-
flicts with prior Mexican grants, swamp-land grants, Indian
and military reservations, and other deductions.

* Similar conditions as to value of lands and deductions made
by the Government in consideration of the grants prevailed in
Iowa as in Illinois, and in some cases in a more marked degree. .

“Take as an illustration the case of the Burlington grant,
with which I am personally familiar. That company received
858,424 acres in Iowa, which had been in the market for maay
years at $1.25 an acre, with no buyers. Speculators would not
buy these lands because they could not be sold at a profit. Money
in that country commanded 10 per cent, and in many cases as
high as 1 per cent a month. To the speculator it was more
profitable to lend his money than to buy land from the Govern-
ment at $1.25 an acre. Settlers would not buy the land even
under the very liberal provision of the preemption laws, because
there was no market for their products. Instances were numer-
ous in western Iowa of land selling at 70 cents an acre which
had been entered at $1.25, because purchasers could not then
make a living on the land. That same land now sells for $200
an acre, because New England capital built a railroad for them.
Who received the chief profit in that case? The landowner
and not the owners of the railroad. For years after the Bur-
lington road was built its stock, which had been paid for at par,
sold at 15 cents on the dollar and its 10 per cent bonds sold
much below par, although it owned these lands as well as the
railroad. The owners of the Burlington road could have taken
$450,000 in money and bought every acre of that Towa land
grant. But how much money has the Government compelled
it to pay back as the price of that grant? Up to the 1st day
of October, 1916, the company had paid to the Government
$2,209,000 as the 20 per cent deduction from its mail pay, pur-
suant to the Holman law of 1876. Exact figures are not avail-
able since October, 1916, when the so-called ‘space basis' for
carrying the mails was inangurated, but this exaction is going
on year after year! Hundreds of thousands of dollars are now
being paid every year by these land-grant roads out of their
mail pay because of the ‘gift’ which Congress presented to
them in 1856. ’
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“In the ease of the Burlington Co. in the State of Towa it
has repaid to the Government in cash by these mail-pay deduc-
tions alone more than five times the full money value which the
Governinent parted with in making the Iowa land grant.

“ Besides this, in carrying the train loads of troops and muni-
tions of war and Government property across the Staie of
Towa, during the 50 years since the road was completed from
Burlington te Omaha, at half the lawful tariff rates that com-
pany has repaid several times over the value of every acre of
land that was granted to it.

“There is another side to this particular feature that is often
overlooked. Other railroads have heen built across Iowa since
the land-grant period, such as the Milwaukee & St. Paul and
Great Western, which are, technically, not subject to the 50
per cent reductions in tariff, but, being in land-grant territory,
the Government authorities force them to also make the cut
rate as a condition of giving them any business. The result
is a 50 per cent tariff throughout this whole region, whetber
the road received a land grant or not. It is common practice
for the Government to enforce this 50 per cent reduction from
the tariff along the entire line of a transcontinental road which
has no land grant, such as the Rio Grande and Western Pacific,
solely because the Northern Pacific had a land grant for ifs
entire length ! J

“The discrimination thus forced upon western roads by the
Government in both mail pay and fraffic generally, in compari-
son with great eastern lines, like the New York Central and
the Pennsylvania and New Haven, which had no °‘gift’ of
lands, is a severe and costly discrimination, to whick the Sena-
tor from Oregon might well have ealled attention in discussing
the railroad land grants.

THE NEBRASKA GRANTS.

“TIn the case of the large grant made to the Burlington road
in Nebraska the company sold thousands of acres of these
lands at 25 cents per acre, but at the date of the grant it is
extremely doubtful whether the entire grant could have been
disposed of at $1 per acre, since the United States Government
had probably mot sokl an acre of its land adjoining the Iands
covered by this grant at its standard price of $1.25 per acre,
while at the same time many persons by the purchase of land
serip acquired title to some of the choicest Nebraska lands, meore
faverably loeated than one-half or more of this grant, at a cost
of Jess than $1 per aere. In many counties wherein these lands
are located no homesteads—at a total expense of $14 for 160
acres—were: loeated until long after the date of this grant,
‘and many of these counties were not “ organized " until 1871 to
1873, years after the date of this grant.

THE NORTHERN PACIPIC GRANT.

“The Northern Pacific Railway was not completed until 20
yvears after its land grant was made, and since then it has gone
through bankruptey twice, notwithstanding its ownership of
these lands and of its railroad. How much good did the original
stockholders to whem the lands were given realize from the
gift? And the same inquiry is pertinent as to the Union Pacific
land grant and the grants made to the Rock Island, the Santa
Fe, and other western roads that have been foreclosed. Prior
to the actual construction of the Northern Pacific the settlement
and development of the country was insignificant. There were
no dwellings, much less towns, except in the vieinity of Army
posts and mining eamps and a small community on Puget Sound.
The whole country, excepting Indian and military reservations,
was open to homestead and other entry under the public-land
laws, and the maximum charge by the United States for agri-
cultural lands entered prior to the definite loeation of the road
was $1.25 per acre. Generally speaking, the Indians were oecen-
pying the territory to the exelusion of others. Practically all
the value the lands now have has resulted from the construc-
tion of the road.

‘ Seven-eighths of all the lands granted to the Northern Pa-
cific Railway have now been sold, and the net receipts and
uncollected deferred payments have produced for the company
an average of $2.89 per acre, as officially reported.

THE UKION PACIFIC GRANT.

“TUnder dale of November 11, 1919, the land commissioner of
the Union Pacific Railway made the following estimate of the
value of the lands eovered by their grants at the time of the
grants, namely:

“ In Nebraska and Kansas, $1 an acre.

“ In Colorado, 50 eents an acre.

“ In Wyoming and Utah, 25 cents an acre.

SOUTHERN GRANTS,
“The table which the Senator from Oregon eaunsed to be in-
serted in the Recorp shows railroad grants of acreage in, South-
ern States as follows:

Acres.
Mississippi 1, 075, 345
Alabama 2, 744, 560
Florida 2, 216, 980
Arkansas. - 2, D62, 005
Missouri 1, 8317, 968,

“Hon. B. B. Stahlman, of Nashville, before a congressional
committee, when resisting an attempt to still further reduce the
mail pay of the land-grant roads, stated under oath:

“‘The land granted in Alabama consisted of hills and moun-
tains not susceptible of cultivation. The Florida lands were
sand hills thinly covered with small pine of litfle value. Of
these the best have been sold at 70 cents per acre. The com-
panies can not realize 25 cents per acre on what remains un-
sold. When the grants were made, their value could not have:
exceeded 12% cents per acre. Lands of greater value were solid
all through Florida and Alabama for that price.

“Hon. W. A. McRae, now commissioner of agriculture for
the State of Florida, wrote from Tallahassee under date of
November 21, 1919 :

“4It would be fair to assume that the bulk of the lands
granted to Florida railroads hrought them less than $1.25 per
acre.”

“When account is taken of the taxes paid and commissions,
advertising, and other costs of selling, Mr. Stahlman’s estimate
that the value which the Government contributed toward the
construction. of these southern roads did not execeed 12§ cents
an acre does not seem far out of the way. :

“The grant to the St. Louis & San Francisco Cb. was for
1,668,000 acres in Missouri, and coneerning its value the land
commissioner says: ‘Fifty per cent of this grant was wholly
worthless; 30 per cent was fair, and similar lands sold for 25
cents per acre; the remaining 20 per cent were worth §1 per
acre.”

“Concerning the Atlantic & Pacific grant, the vice president
of that company says: ‘ The company sold 3,500,000 acres at 75
cents per acre, 1058560 acres at 50 cents per acre to a cattle
company, and 259,000 acres at 70 cents per acre, an average of
8T cents per acre, or $4,670,000. The taxes and expense of sell-
ing the lands to date have been $622,000, the mail pay deduc~
tions $430,000, and large deductions on account of transportation
of troops and munitions of war. The company would be glad to
sell all the land it now owns or will receive at 25 cents per acre.
There is no demand for it, and the touth is it can not be sold
for any sum.’

° TEXAS GRANTS.

“More lands, by far, were granted by the State of Texas to
aill in the construction of railroads than by any other State,
mainly because they had more to give.

“YWhat was the value of these lands according to the views of
Texans who are qualified to speak?

“Two of the Iargest grants in Texas were those made to the
International & Great Northern (5,646,720 acres) and fo the
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe (3,554,560 acres).

“The International & Great Northern lands (12,800 acres per
mile) were forced upon the railroad company in 1875, in place
of bonds of $10,000 per mile which had been granted and were
promised—that is, the eompany was compelled to accept the
lands on a basis of 78 cents an acre. But this was an exception-
ally valuable grant because the surveys were allowed to be made
in solid beodies, and the lands were wholly exempt from all tnxes
for 25 years. They had to be located in the arid regions of
Texas, and lands of better value were freely sold in those days
at 10 cents an acre.

“The result of heing compelled to accept these lands was that
the International & Great Northern was forced into bankruptcy
in 1876, and in those proceedings these lands were turned bodily
over to the bondholders, and did not really contribute to the
building of a mile of the road.

“ The Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe built 1,000 miles of railroad
in Texas and received land certificates on the first 200 miles,
amounting to 3,554,560 aecres, which they sold for $246,677, less
£35,008 expenses, the net proceec being $211,168. The road
was cheaply construeted and the proceeds of their land grant
were sufficient to pay for the construction and equipment of 10
miles of the 1,000 miles, according to the statement of date
December 10, 1919, by the Federal manager, Mr. F. G. Pettibone,
‘well known all over Texas. 'This was not an improvident or un-
usual sale. The prevailing price of similar lands in Texas from
1878 to along in the eighties averaged from 10 fo 12} cents an

L acre.  Over 32,000,000 acres were granted in Texas, with an out-
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side selling value of $6,000,000, which wonld construct and equip
about 150 miles of the present 15,740 miles in that State, or less
than 1 per cent.

“The tables filed by the Senator from Oregon aggregate 124,-
000,000 acres, and if the swamp and other lands granted by
States, including Texas, are added, the grand total is approxi-
mately 174,000,000 acres, which no reasonable man with knowl-
edge of the facts would estimate as having a value, when
granted, to exceed $174,000,000, of which the companies have
already repaid at least one half in cash and are subject to per-
petual charges which in time will more than equal the other
half,

“That is equivalent to saying that all the lands granted to
all railroads in the United States have not been equal in value
to 1 per cent of the cost of the roads. The figures of the gross
sales will, of course, aggregate a larger amount, but from these
must be deducted taxes, commissions, and sale expenses, and
this increased value is a value which the railroad has itself
created.

*The history of land grants to railroads in this country has
not yet been written. It wasin the main a record of pioneering
and risk, of financial struggles, disappointments, and loss.
When that history is impartially written and the facts of each
grant are disclosed it will probably be made clear that from the
point of view of the public it was a wise and beneficent policy,
the chief beneficiaries of which have been the fortunate farmers
who bought the lands and improved them.

“The railroad companies were interested in getting the lands
into the ownership of actual settlers who would cultivate them
and create traffic for their roads, which was far better for the
general good than to have them owned by speculators. There
is no evidence that they did not act in good faith in promptly
disposing of the lands and devoting the proceeds to the construc-
tion of the roads.

““ Senator CHAMBERLAIN in speaking of these grants char-
acterizes them as ‘gifts.’ Gifts of this character are made by
the publie, not because the givers love those to whom they are
made, but to induce the recipients to do something for them.
What was the motive behind these so-called gifts of land? It
was to induce those to whom the lands were offered to risk their
money in building railroads through uninhabited regions in
order that the public might profit by their investment. In-
stead of making a gift the public received a full and adequate
financial compensation in the building of the roads entirely
aside from the actunal repayments of cash that have been
exacted.

“ Discussion of this subject from the standpoint of statesman-
ship, to say nothing of common honesty, would take into con-
gideration the state of the country and conditions in the West
and all the motives which led to the adoption of the policy by
Congress.

“ Instead of such discussion it has been the practice for years
by a certain class of politicians to bring out and reproduce at
intervals this detailed list of the acreage granted to railroads
by States and by companies, without stating values or the con-
ditions of the grants, and then by innuendo and insinuation, and
sometimes by direct assertion, seek to create in the public mind
of the present day a belief that the railroads were largely built
by these gifts of land.

“Those engaged like Mr. Plumb in a propaganda for gaining
control of the railroad property of the country without the in-
vestment of a dollar and without the slightest responsibility for
consequences may be expected to indulge in more or less reck-
Isess ns,s,crtlon. but such indulgence is not looked for in the

enate.

THE AMERICAN METAL CO.

Mr., CALDER. 1 submit a resolufion requiring from the
Alien Property Custodian certain information relative to the
sale of the American Metal Co., and I ask unanimous consent
for its present consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read.

The resolution (S. Res. 275) was read, as follows:

Whereas according to press reports, the Alien Property Custodian has
recently sold 34,644 voting trust certificates of the American Metal
Co. to a syndicate, the members of which apparently include persons
connected with the former German owners of this company, and
persons whose ownership of stock in such metal com les was de-
clared by the Alien Property Custodian in his report published in
Febroary, 1919 (8. Doe. 435, 65th Cong., 3d sess.), to be & menace to
the country: Therefore be it
Resolved, That the Alien Property Custodian is hereby directed to

report to the Senate as soon as practicable:

First, the names of the purchasers of such certificates; the number
of certificates purchased by each; and the relations, if a;lf, of each
purchiaser to the former German owners of such American Me

tal Co.

Second, the reasons for and the circumstances surrounding the sale
of a large portion of such votin% trust certificates to L. Vogelstein, in
view of the reference to such Vogelstein on pages 92 and 93 of the
report of the Alien Property Custodian herein mentioned.

hird, the provisions of law, if any, authorizing, and the reasons for,
the formation of a voting trust and the sale of voting trust certificates,
in leu of the sale of the shares of stock taken from the alien enemy
holders thereof.

Fourth, all other pertinent facts in connection with the sale and
transfer of such voting trust certificates, and the issuance and award
of such certificates by the advisory committee,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I ask that the pre-
am!éle of the resolution be again read. I did not hear it all
read.

The preamble was again read. [

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection to the pres-
ent consideration of the resolution?

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and
agreed to,

CESSION OF THRACE TO GREECE,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I offer the following resolution
and ask that it lie upon the table. It relates to the cession of
Thm‘ce to Greece. There is a resolution before the Committee
on Foreign Relations dealing with the same subject. I shall
not ask consideration of the resolution or its reference to that
commitfee pending some action by the Committee on Foreign
Relations, but if the committee fails to act within a short time
I shall then ask for consideration of the resolution which I
now offer.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The resolution will be printed in the
Recorp if it is not to be read?

Mr. KING. T ask to have it printed in the Reconp.

The resolution (8. Res. 276) was ordered to lie on the table,
as follows:

Whereas it is Imperative for the peace of eastern Europe that the peace
conference make a proper disposition of the territories surrendered
by Turkey and Bnlfa.r a and comprising the residue of Thrace ex-
tending from Kavalla along the coast of the Aegean Sea to the line
of the Chatalja Hills behind Constantinople, reserving to the league
of natlons proper control of the fortifications which command the
Dardanelles to insure the free navigation of the straits between the
Aegean and the Black Seas; and

Wlaereas 'I‘hnace is racially and geographically a proper part of ancient

reece ; an

Whereas the Greeks in the hundred Emrs since their emancipation
from the domination of the Turks and the establishment of. the inde-
pendent Kingdom of Greece have striven consistently for the redemp-
tion of Thrace from alien rule; an

Whereas it Is now within the discretion of the allied and associated
powers to satisfy the proper national aspirations of the Greeks with
regard to Thrace; and

Whereas the requirements of Bulgaria for the accommodation of Its
maritime commerce at an Aegean port may be completely satisfied
upon the same terms which the Greeks have accorded SBerblan com-
merce in the port of Baloniki: Now therefore be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that those parts of
Thrace which have been surrendered by Bulgaria and Turkey to the
Brincl allied and associated powers and extending to the line of

hatalja Hills, behind Constantinople, should be awarded by the peace
conference to Greece and become incorporated in the Kingdom of Greece,
Bmper control of the fortifications which command the Dardanelles

eing retained under the authority of the league of nations, and Greeca
being charged with the duty of granting to Bulgaria arrangements
for the accommodation of Bulgarian commerce at an Aegean port, of a
%a ; naiiicharacter to the commercial accommodations granted Serbia at
oniki. i
COAL CORPORATION TAXES.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. President, there is on
the calendar Senate resolution 257, requesting the Secretary
of the Treasury to furnish a statement relative to dividends
paid by corporations engaged in the mining and production of
coal within the United States for 1917 and 1918.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harris] has introduced a
resolution providing for practically the same thing. I should
like to ecall up the resolution of the Senator from Georgia,
8. Res. 247, requesting information from the Secretary of the
Treasury relative to income and profits tax returned from coal
corporations. The Senator from Utah [Mr. Raoor] objected to
its consideration the other day on the ground that it could not
legally be done. :

Mr. SMOOT. I have not changed my mind in that respect,
and I shall object to the consideration of it at this time.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Has the Senator from
Utah considered the resolution of the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. SMOOT. I have considered it and shall object unless
an amendment has been offered to it. I do not know whether it
has or not, or whether the Senator from South Dakota is going
to offer it now.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. The resolution will be
offered as it lies on the desk, and I should like to have the Sec-
retary read it.

Mr. SMOOT. I see no objection to the Secretary reading it,
but I do object to its present consideration.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. What is the use of reading i,
then?
Mr, SMOOT. There is no use whatever, as I object to it.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made. Morning busi-
ness is closed.
LAND GRANTS TO RAILROADS.

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I desire to make just
a few observations, with the consent of the Senate, in reference
to a statement which was printed in the Recorp while I was
temporarily out of the Senate, presented by my friend, the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixel. It was a statement attached
to a letter written by Mr. W. W. Baldwin, of Chicago, to the Sen-
ator from Utah, in reference to some remarks made by me some
days ago regarding land grants to railroads. I desire that what
I say now shall be printed in connection with the article in
question.

Mr. President, the statement prepared by Mr. Baldwin, which
was printed in the Recorp, I think unjustly criticizes what I
had to say when the Cummins bill was up for consideration in
reference to grants to railroads. In his opening statement he
says:

The remarks of Senator CHAMBERLAIN, of Oregon, in the Senate on
Friday, December 19, 1919, contain so many mistakes of fact, and so
many half truths, that they do not correctly represent the subject of
land grants to rallroads. he Senator himself is probably an uncon-
gclons vietim of this inisrepresentation because his speech conslsts
largely of quotations from a publication called Encyclopediz of Ameri-
can Government.

That statement is not true, and I may say, for the benefit of
Mr. Baldwin, that I think, coming from a publie-land and land-
grant State, as I do, I know just as much about the general
situation as he does. I rlo not know anything about the books
of his company and * hich he represented as land agent, but it
is a well-known fact that while figures do not lie, liars will
sometimes figure. I do not mean to charge that Mr. Baldwin
has falsified anything, because my friend, the Senator from
Utah [Mr, Kixa], says he is a highly honorable man; but I do
know, and I charge, that in many instances railroad companies
that had these immense grants have charged up anything they
pleased against the moneys received from the land grants. It
Las constituted a sort of a slush account into which they might
inject many charges that ought not to have been made against
the proceeds of the land grants, and ought not to have been
charged against the Government at all

But the statement I resent in this publication of Mr. Baldwin
is that I was unconsciously misled by the Encyclopedia of Ameri-
can Government, Mr, President, I expressly copied into the
Recorp, not what this encyclopedia had to say about the number
of acres and the amount of these several grants, but I made
portions of the report of the Commissioner of the General Land
Office a part of my remarks, and I not only did that, but I gave
the page of the report where the matter was to be found, and
stated :

Mr. President, in support of what I have to say about that, I call
attention to State grants that were made from 1850 to June 30, 1919,
and 1 am referring now to the report of the Commissioner of the

General Land Office to the Secretary of the Interior for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1919, so it is a recent report.

And I then quoted from the report just exactly what the Com-
missioner of the General Land Office had to say about these land
grants.

That report brought the condition of the grants down to June
30, 1919, as I recall it now. In order further to convince Mr.
Baldwin of the accuracy of my statements, I ask to have printed
in the REcorp, as an appendix to my remarks, a statement show-
ing the land grants made by Congress to aid in the construction
of railroads, together with data relative thereto, compiled from
the records of the General Land Oiffice by order of the Secretary
of the Interior and printed as a public document in 1915. I do
not ask to have printed anything with reference to wagon
roads, canals, or internal improvements mentioned therein, but
all that bears upon railroad grants. I do that, Mr. President,
for the purpose of showing not only the original grants but the
extent of the indemnity limits, where, in addition to the specific
grants, the railroad companies were permitfed to select lands
outside of the grant itself; the name of the grantee; the grantees
of the States, which were in nearly every case, if not in all
cases, railrond companies; subdivisions of grants and present
owners; the date of the several acts; and additional legislation
affecting these grants. That gives in minute detail everything
that affects these grants down to 1915.

Mr. President, Mr. Baldwin in his statement says I was in-
consistent in the observations I made, that the railroad com-
panies ought to have sold these grants and at the same time in-
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sisting that if they had been properly husbanded the grants
which were made to the companies would have built the roads.
I made no such statement, as far as the first part of his state-
ment is concerned, but I did say, and I repeat, that if these
land grants had been properly handled, and the moneys properly
accodsunted for, in many instances they would have completed the
roads.

In this connection I want to refer again to the Oregon &
California grant and the California & Oregon grant, where
millions of acres were given for the construction of a road
practically from Portland, Oreg., to San Francisco. Mr. Presi-
dent, the company violated expressly the terms of the grants in
these cases, - They were limited to sell in quantities of 160
acres of land to actual settlers at $2.50 per acre. They held
those lands back from cultivation and settlement for many
years, and when they went up in price they sold larger quanti-
ties than 160 acres to other than actual settlers, and in addition
to that sold for prices per acre far in excess of the amount speci-
fied in the grant itself.

The railroad companies, under the management of Mr, Har-
riman, finally, as these timberlands commenced to soar sky-
ward in value continued to hold these lands from any settle-
ment and cultivation in violation of the terms of the grant,
with the result that proceedings were instituted in the Legis-
lature of.Oregon and by the people of Oregon to have the
grants forfeited, and later a suit was commenced in the Fed-
eral court of Oregon to forfeit the grants. The Supreme Court
of the United States, while they did not forfeit the grant in
terms, in effect anthorized legislative action which might for-
feit the grant, reserving only to the railroad companies the
price of $2.50 per acre; and Congress did, in 1908 or 1909,
enact laws which forfeited the grants, and the lands are now
restored to the people of the country and are being sold under
rules and regulations provided by the Secretary of the In-
terior under the act of Congress.

I do not know, Mr, President, that I care to enter into a
lengthy discussion of the statement of Mr. Baldwin. I simply
wanted to say that he is entirely mistaken when he said I
relied upon any encyclopedia for the information submitted by
me in my remarks a few days ago. I relied upon the reports
of the Federal Government—upon the reports of the Commis-
sioner of the General Land Office. I repeat that the state-
ments I made then were correct, and I now desire to dupli-
cate that statement by printing in the REcorp, as an appendix
to those remarks, another statement by another branch of
the Government to show just exaetly what these grants
were and what subsequent legislation was had in regard
thereto.

Mr, President, I desire to say in conclusion that many of
the roads agreed to carry Federal troops and munitions of war
under varying arrangements. I may have stated it a little
too broadly if I said they agreed to carry them for nothing.
In some instances the railroad companies have come back to
Congress and asked for relief from the very terms of the grant
under which they took those lands, and the Congress has some-
times afforded them relief. Tlelief has been asked within the
last three or four years, to my certain knowledge. 1 refer
particularly to chapter 200, Thirty-sixth Statutes at Large,
pages 1037 and 1050, where it is provided amongst other
things as follows:

Provided further, That in expending the money appropriated by this
act a railrond company which has not recelvec{ aid in bonds of the
United States, and which obtained a nt of public land to aid in
the construction of its railroad on condition that such railroad should
be a post route and military road, subject to the use of the United
States for postal, military, naval, and other Government services, and
also subject to such regulations as Congress may impose restricting
the charge for such Government transportation, having claims agninst
the United States for transportation of troops and munitions of war
and military supplics and property over such aided railroads, shall be
paid out of the moneys appropriated by the foregoing provision only
on the basis of such rate for the transportation of such troops and
munitions of war and military supplies and property as the Secretary
of War shall deem just and reasonable under the foregoing provision,
such rate not to exceed 50 per cent of the compensation for such
Government transportation as shall at that time charged to and
paid by private parties to any such comgany for like and similar trans-

rtation ; and the amount so fixed to be paid shall be accepted as in
ull for all demands for such service.

I ask to have printed as an appendix to my remarks a states
ment showing land grants made by Congress to aid in the con-
struction of railroads, canals, and internal improvements, to-
gether with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of
the General Land Office by order of the Secretary of tha
Interior.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The appendix referred to follows:
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A Additional legislatin affecting but not

"ca inereasing grant.

E

E

3 Extentof | Extent of in- Grantes of |  Subdivisions of

£ Date of grant, Route of road, t inplace.| demnity limits CGrantee. State, grant and present

"E‘,' 5 3 Date of act. ¢ Object of act.

B 2lg £lg

©

g]% ol &
i =

1 { Sept. 20,1850 | @498 From the south- | Even sec- | Fifteen miles | Btate of[1li- | Illinois Cen- | NlinoisCentral R, | Ang. 2,1852 | 100 27| For protection of
ern terminnsof | tions with- | on each side | nois. tral R. R.Co. R.Co. settlersalougline
the Mlincisand | in 6 miles| ofroad. Even of road,
Michigan Canal | of road.
to a pont at or
near the junec-
tiom of the Ohio
and Mississippi
Rivers with a
branch of the
same to Chi-

. on Lake
M and
another via Ga-
lena to Do
bugue, in the .
State of Iowa.

2 | Sept. 20,1850 455 Fromthemouth | ., do. .| Bame. Btate | StateofMis-| Mobile and | Mobile and Ohlo | Mar. 58,1849 { 8 772 Granting right of
of the Ohio elected  to | sissippl,so| Ohio R. R.| R.R.Co. £ Dl Way.

Iver to the take indem-| farasroad | Co. Aupg. 2,1852 | 100 27| For protection of
city of Mobile. nityfromodd | is In said settlersalongline
i State. ol road.

Feb. 18,1859 | 11} 384 Confl trans-
fer from ‘tiu.u
company and ox-
tend.uP::ﬁma Igl"
completion
road,

3 | Bept. 20,1850 0198, g St il do.......[ Same. Odd | BtateofAls-|..... [ VS e 40..ceinnn....] Mar., 3,1B40 772 Granting right of

sections @as| bama, so way.
above. far as road Aug. 2,1852 | 10} 27| For ion of
is in said sett
State. Feb. 18,1859 | 11} 384) Confirming trans-
fer and extend-
ing time for com-
plotion.

4 | June 10,1852 | 100 8| From Hannibal . ... L. [ ORI, P d0.........] BtateofMis- | Hannibaland | Hannibal and §. ..o ocdiocdimmnnnninniniaaad

to Saint Joseph. sourl. Baint Baint Joseph R.
R.R.Co. R. Co.

5 | June 10,1852 | 10 8| From Baint |..... do.......| Even gsections |..... do.......| Pacific R. R. | From Pacific, Mo.,| June B5,1862 | 12| 4220 Extending time
Imi: to sv:gh ;iilth}n 15 Co. to State line, to :_r wlli:p etion of
point on the esol road. Pmi ey

of the Stat r R Co
ary of t e co Rwy. y
as may be desig- From Saint Louis
by the to Pacific, Mo.
authoritics  of to the Missouri
the State. Lo- Pacific Rwy. Co,
cated via
Springfield.

6 | Feb. 19,1853 | 10,155 From a peint on |..... d0.......| Fifteen miles | Statesof Mis-| Cairoand Ful- | From mouth of | Mar. 3,1860 | 15 340, Extend] time
the i on each side | souri and| ton R.R.Co. | Ohio River, in for compiletion of
River opposite of road.| Arkansas, , %0 Tex- first 20 miles.
the mouth of B ve- a8 .ot
the Ohio River to take odd Texarkana, Ark.,
in the State of to Cairo and Fal- J

. via ton R. R. Oo., | May 6,187 | 16 376..... 0 dinissemanna
Rock, to now Saint Louis,
the Texas Iron Mountain
bonn: near and Eouthern
Fulton, in Ar- Rwy. Co.
bran from
Little Rock to Little Rock | From Little Roek | Apr. 10,1809 | 15 Extending time
e i and ort| to Fort Emith, nnd providing
River and to Bmith Rwy. | Ark, o Little that lands shall
Fort in Rock and Fort be to set-
AT Bmith Rwy. Co. tlers at a price
not  exoeeding
- l2..50;\ernem,

Mar. &,1870 | 16| Repoaling fs0
toact of Apr, 10,
1869,

A his and | From Little Rock §.....cevcnaasss s P e e Yy
Little Rock M
R. R.Co. River, te

Memphis, Tenn.,

to phis and

Little Rock R. R
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improvements, together with data relative therelo, compiled from the records of the General Land Office.

Miles of
road
Miles of | Miles of | uncom-
Number of road road | pleted | Miles of
Dateand ex-| Date of res- Estimated | acres certi- Length | _com- com- | atdate | road
e ton| teavor | totiseat'| Sammerof | C mﬁn 4 gran.tni.fl Senteaio. | otred | Bioted | Rieled | one | ved. Romaiks
te location. oration. & en 0 within | a I3 i
withdrawal. | "PEIRCEY acres. une3o, |fRmiles.| Sine” | fims | shoald |Sept. 29,
1914. pre- pre- have 1800,
seribed. |seribed.| been
com-
pleted.

Feb.14,1852.| Sept, 20,1850.] Aug. and | Publie no-| A ng‘;us ted | 2,595,133.001 2,505,133.00  707.73 707.73{ None| Nome, Nooe.| From Cairo to Fast
All lands | Bept.,1852. | tice, by or- closed. Dubuque and from
within lim- der of Centralia to Chica-
its. missioner of : 0, TIl. (Sce opin-

General on of Attorney-
Land - (Gieneral, Mar. 10,
3 1852, relative to ex-
tent of grant and lo-
cation of Chirazo
bran*h, § Opin.,

518.)

Nov.18,1851,| SBept. 20,1850.| Sept., 1853...).....d0..c0eo|.....d0......| 737,130.29 a 737,130.20 403 493 None.| None., Nonec. From Mabile, Ala.,
from Als-| All lands to Cairo, 1Il. En-
bama line | withinlim- tire road held to be
to  Tibby | its. subject to obliga-
(‘mk tions of grant, al-

Jan 31,1853, None. In- though grant of
from Tibby | dianlands. Iands is confined to
Creek to States of Alsbama
Tennessee and Mississippi.
State line. (See opinions of At-

torney-General,
Aug. 17, 1852, §
Opin,, 603; and Nov,
g; : }13‘;‘1, 13 Opin.,

Aug. 28,1849, | SBept. 20,1850.) Bept.,1853...).... do......|._...do......| 419,528.44| 410,578.44)..........0.......c. eensecendecnerasnalincann..| In the sdjustment of
from Ches- | All lands this grant the road
tan within lim- was treated as an en-
boundary | its. tirety and without
to Missis- reforence tothe State
sippi State line. Hence Ala-
line. Map bama bas had ap-

under proved to her more
act of Mar. anl Mississippi less
. 1849, than they would a

July 10, 18a2, to be entitled
from n proportion to the
tandz lensth of the road in
boun arg the respeoetive
to sout States.
boundary
of Mobile.

June10,1853.] June11,1852. | Grant ad- |...ccevecnvectinecdOonnnn. 778,550.04f 611,323.35 206 206 None.| None. None. From Hannibal to

Jan.3,0854, | Al lands| justed in Saint Joseph, Mo.
;vit.hln lim-| 1854.

Nov. 25, 1853, Jumll 1852, | Aug. and | By order of |.....do.......| 1,159,080.33] 1,151,284.51] 241 241 Nons| None| None| The mileage hera
All lands Sept., 1854, ommis- given covers tha
within lim- sioner of road from Snint
its. General to

LandOffice, fie!d only, the por- por-
Bea notice tion between
No. 517. Ein field and tha
e baing re-

Rorbad a8 'psrt of

ugriii‘lcnand Pa-

Aug. 11,1855, | May 19, 1853, | Aug. 15, 1887.| By order of | Practica'l ! 500,384. 44 185,120.31 34 304.5 None| None! Nons| From Bird's Point,
in Arkansas| underactof Secretary of | adjusted, #1048, 112.0021,325, 355. 43| Mo,opposite

1853; Bept. the Inte-| but mnot mouth Ohio

6, 1833, and rior. closed. River, via Littla

Jan. 23,1854, Rock, to Tex-
arkans, Ark.

Feb. 18, 1857, | June 13, 1867,

In Missouri.| Arkansas;

May17,1870,
Missouri
under act of
15866,

Aug. 13, 1855, Msy 19, 1853, Mar. 21, 1883. Bé order of | Adjustedand| 1,052,082 51} 1,052, 082.51 165.16)  165.16) None.| Nona| None| Little Ruc-c and Fort

M = 1333. om m:si ¢ osed. Smith . R., traa
ar. sioner o Argenta, opposi
Genersal Lit 13Rock,to Foit
Land Office. Emith, Ark.

Aug 18,1855 May 10, 1853, | Withdrawal |.............. Practiea'ly | £38,400.000 184, 857. 33| 131 131 None| None| None| Memphis and Litt's
act 1 never re adjusted Rock R. R, from
Mar. H,lm wvoked: but butnot Argenta to rissis.
act 1866, little or no closed. pi River, o po

vacant E« Memp
lands with-
I in limits of
grant.
1 Missouri, 2 Arkansas.
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Additional legislation affecting but not
,§ increasing grant.
g
S | Date of grant. Fxtentof | Fxtont ofin- Gmanteens | Subdivisians ol
F Touteafroad. v place] demmity limits,| Grantee. State, ST Sk g
B 5 ! Date ofact. | Object of act.
= g 8
g 18 5 &
= 8=
o :ut. :-'1- § ﬂ
6| Joly 28,1860 | 19338 Bera...........4 0dd  seo | 040 sections | Btabesol Ms-. .. .ccvsemeenn)oneennn AR L June 2,318064 | 13 ]ﬂﬂﬁh
tions with- | within 20 sourl and '| nit ts to 20
indmilesof | milesof road. Arkansas, i miles and ex-
lands grant-| * respective- ] tending right of
ed by act Iy. selection to even
of 1853. 1 sections,
{| July 11,1864 113/ 335 Authorizing
7| May 15,1856 | 11| 0| From Durling- | Odd sections| Fifteen miles | StateofIowa| Burlington | No subdivision, Shengy.in. Mow
tenihe Missis- | within 6 | -oneach sifle and Missouri| Present owner, R £
siupi River,to | miles of | .ofroad. Ex- River R. R.| Chieago, Bur- R e e
@ peint on the |  road. tended to 20 Co. :Lnﬁm and i ot
Mlssouri River afles . hy Quiney R Rl yror 3 1865 | 13] 520 ¥atending time
near the @act of Jume Co. > for etio
mouth of the 2,1861 Mar. 31865 ] 13 5 mmp i
e River. . Feb. 10,1866 | 14| 340(. -do. - o . oo
8 | May 15,1856 | 11| 9 From Daven- |..... TR Fifteen miles |..... el Mississip pi | No subdivision. | June 2,1864 | 13 Au ing relo-
f Eur:, win Towa ‘on each side oud Missouri{ Prosent owmor, | | cation un-
ity and Fort of road. Bee . R.«Co. Chieago, Tock completed por-
o5, $0 act June 2, Island and Ya- 1 tion of road,and
Council Bluils. 1864, ex- cific Rwy. Co. providing that
tendin grant be taken
) ts to 1 glong new loca-
tion within 20
miles.
i JMar.  3,1865 | 13| 526 E;Lmdln time
r
Jan. 31,1873 | 17| 421| Coi gadjust-
ment made by |
General Lan
4 Office.
June 15,1878 { 20/ 13.11 D rBstDra-J
‘ lsnds falling out-
side 28-mile Iim-
ite of as
llmt of June 2,
91 May 151856 | 11) 9 From Lyons City |..... s TR R TSR R do......| Jowa Central | Grant west of Ce- | June 2,1864 | 13{ 05 Ral Btate
northwesterly Air Linoe R.R.| dar Rapids m}- from on
to apoint of in- ed te tha Ce to road
1 tersection with Rapids and Mis- Cedar
Iowa Cen- souri River R, R. Rapids; suthor
Air Line Co. Lands now izing e
R. R, near Ma- ownad by Iowa of uncomple
quoketa, thenee R. R. Land Co. rtion west of
on said line, Road operated t point, wo as
running as near by Chicago and to conneet with
83 blato { Northw.estenn the lows branch
the ¢2d4 tEm.llel,'l Rwy. Co. of tha Unian Pa-
RCross State 5 «ific R. R., (the
to {he Missouri L castern terminns
River. f i of which was at
Council Bluffs),
Sent of selsetio
ol selec n
to sven sections
within 151 rlnlilna
of original line,
and to all lands
within 20 miles
ofnew line. For
] construction of
1 this aot, see Ce-
1 <dar
1 River
R. R. Co, v. Her-
ving (110 U. 8.,
8 Mar. 35,1865 timo
10 | May 15,1855 | 11| 9| From Dubuque |..... s Fiftcen miles {..... do. .. ...| Dubuque? ani Dn‘hlﬁm torang? | Juna 2,1854 il Anthori relo-
toapoint on the on each sido PacifieR. R. | 35 . to Du- wation of road
Missouri River of road. Co. bmqus and Sioux west ol Fort
near Bioux City, City . R. Co, Dodge; not to
with a braneh Ranzs 36 W. to change location
1 from tha mouth : ] Sigux City, to| - -of grunt.
of ths Tete Des the Iowa Falls
Morts to the and Bioux Uity
nearest pointen R. R. Co.
said road. Entire rosd oper-
eted by Illinois
Central R, R. Co.
Tete. Des Morts | Mar, 3,1885 | 13{ 52060 Extendin time
Branch, to the ﬂ for completion.
Dubugue, Belle- | Mar. 12,1868 | 15 38..... (PR R
wue mnd Missis- 4 |
eipri R, R, Co.
Bransh now oper-
sind by Chicago
Milwaukee ani
guim Paul Rwy.
0,
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improvements, together with data relative thereto, complied from e records of the General Land Office—Continued.

Miles of
road
Miles of | Miles of | uncom-
A Numbe;ﬂ of - road road pi:lzud Hl!sudo!
Date of res- mat acres cortl- com- com- | atdate | roa
Date of defi. | Pate and e- toration of | Msmnee of | Conition of ares of fied or pai- Length pleted | plotod entire” | undom- Remarte.
7 e indemni: oration, grant. i en 2 roa
mite location. | ooyan oy m‘? iy Jone 30, in miles. A e lanoa Sgpt. 20,
1914, pre- pre- have 1890,
seribed. |seribed.| been
com-
pleted.

Apr. 7,1857. .| May 10, 1856;| Dec. 15,1887.| By order of [Adjustedand | 1,048,082 73] 399,000.17 27%.08 2098 None! None| Nona|From Burlingfon to
e 54 no'a 16 ; ecretaryof| closed. Bast Plattsmouth,
1854 and Interior. Towa.

Jume 7, 1885,
Alllands

fim-
its.

Apr. 1, 1857, | May 10, 1856;] Sept, 2, 1570.| By order of |..... B0 e csvs! 1,228,5253.96( 10644,747.17] 317.75 317.7% None| None| None.| From Davenport
undergetol | Juuae 18, Commis- Council " Bl
1856. 1884; an sioner of Towa. (Ses deei-

June?, 1885, General sion of Suprems
» Alllands LandOffice. in cass of

within 20 issued in ae-| Grinnell ¢. R. R

mi'psoforig- + cordance Co., 103 U. 8., 739.)

inal  loea- with act of

tion, Jume15,1878,

Jan. V1870, | iniines Dac.: 15, 1887, B&;fdm‘ of
re'ocation atary of
under act of the lmterior.

1584.

June 15, 1857,) May10, 1855; | May 22,1801.{..._ do.......| Practically | 1,023,703.67) 11,106,917.81] 274.2 271.6 None, None| None| From Cedar Rapids
under act June 18, | adjust e te Council Blaffs
of 1836, 1864 June but  n Towa.

Dec.19,1867,] 7,  1805; closad, 26| Nome.| None| None.| Lyons branch, from
relocation’| and June yons to Clinton,
under act 12, 1875, Towa.
of 1864 All lands

within 15
miles of
original
and 20
miles  of
new loca-
tion.
1

Oet. 11,1856 llg’ 10, 1856; | Dec. 15,1987, ..... doissoss Adjasted| 1,207,165, 51)11,239, IS-I..D%[ 320.58 326. None.| None] Nonme. Main line, from Du-

ot. 5 and el 4 buque to Eloux
1856; Oct. City, Towa.
22, ' 1856; 10,178 10. Nome)| Nonmej None| Tete Des Morts
and June Branch, from fhe
16, 1864, month of Tete Des
All lands Morts River to fho
within main line near Du-

5. bugue.
Tncludes 0, Rooic Island and Pacific R, R., 103,

! Dubngue and Bjoux Ci
' Moines Co., 5 Wall, 63.

::5?685.19 acres of the Chi

}tf H. H. situated in the old Des Moines Itiver grant of

756.85 acres of the Cedar Rapids and Missouri River R, R., and 77,535.22 acres of the

8, 1346, which should be deducted from the foregoing amounts. (Wolcott v. Des
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Add’tional legislation affectinz but not
g increasing grant.
g Date of grant. Extent of | Extent of in- Granteeof |  Subdivisions of
Route of road. grant in place.| demnity limits. Grantea. State. mtog:: e%rmnt
g Date of act. g Object of act.
§ ]l :
z L
11 | May 17,1856 | 11} 15 From the Baint | Oddsections| Fifteen miles | State of | Florida, At- | Jacksonvills to|...............l. we)een.] NorE—Notwith-
ook Johns River, at within 6 oneachside | Florida. lantic  and | Lake City. standing the di-
Jacksonville,to | miles of | of road. Gulf Central vision made b
the waters of road. R. R. Co. the State,
Escambia Bay, - t was, after
at or near Pen- Pensacolaand | Lake City to Pen- T
sacola. Georgia R.R. | sacola. " This por- treated as a
Co. tion of the grant -dngie grant, and
was divided o lands certi-
in 1881, the por- fied accordingly.
tion extending
from the Apa-
lachicola River
to Pensacola be-
ing conferred b
the Btate upon
the Pensacolaand
Atlantic R. R.
Co., now Louis-
ville and Nash-
ville R, % The
an pre-
Erant fogm. ke | *
gran ack-
sonville to
A n.lati;nicola
Ver, now
owned by
: st and
8 n
now of Sea-
Alr Line,
12 | May 17,185 | 11| 15| From Amelials- [ ____ do...... A ey B Al ssns Flocila B 51 No Geabddwisions:] o o0 ol el
land (Fernan- ., which, | Present owner,
dina), on the by change of | Florida Central
Atlantic, to the name, be-| and Peninsalar
waters of Tam- came At-| R.R.Co.
Bay, witha lant| Gulf
Enwh to Cedar and West
Ke{s. on the
Gull of Mexico.
l"J From Pensacola .. .. 7 RO (A e L 0.0 e oo PR T g e N T N T SRS SRS L O R e
tothe Stateline Alabama R.| No of
of Alabama, in R, Co, of| ownershi
the direction of Florida. known to th
Montzomery. office, Rm
eutedul:z
ville Nash-
ville B. R. Co.
15| From Montgom- |__ .. AD s aas Ans .o Stateof Ala- and | No sabdivision. {......c..occoo oo ficaianiniiiiini.
ery to the bama. Florida R.R.| Present owner,
botindary line Co., of Ala-| Mobile and
between Flor- Montgomery
ida and Rwy. Co.
bama, in the di-
rection ol Pen-
sacola, to
the road from
Pensacola to
said line. .
From the 0dd - pum- |..... 7. Y . 7, A Tennesseeand | No  subdivision. Forfeiting uncom-
nessee River,at | bered sec- Coosy It. R. | Present owner, pleted portion of
or near Gunter's | tions with- Co. the grantee of the ant.
Landing, to| in 6 miles State. Igwidinx for an
en, on 5 exchange of lands
the Coosa River. between settlers
and the company
9 or i;u vendees.
T IR P R
From Gadsden |..... {10 JURSRY, SR 055 0mesaliduns 40...... Coosa and | From Gadsden, 45| Reviving grant
to connect with Chattooga thmx#hChattoo- and extending
the Geargia R. R. Co. ﬂ; alley, to time for comple-
H eorgia State tion of road.
Tennessee line line. No compa- Forleitiny entire
of railrosds, ny claiming grant grant.
through Chat- is known to
ﬁa. Wills, eral Land Office.
Lookoat
Valleys,
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improvements, together with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Tand Office—Continued.

Miles of
road
Miles of | Miles of | uncom-
Number of road road | pleted | Miles of
Dateand ex-| Pate of res- Estimated | acres certi- Length | com- com- | atdate | road
o tocatiom. | y temtol | BRI | restoration, | e | ol | BadorPat-| ofrad | Ploted | pisted | entire juneom-|  pomprys
to location.| . emmnity | restoratiom. grant. gran ented to wi after o P
withirawal. lands. acres. Juneso, |immiles.| Toe time | shonld |Sept. 29,
1914. pre- pre- have 1890.
scribed. |scribed.| been
com-
pleted.
)l Aug.17,1857.1 Mayl17,1856;| Jan. 17,1588, | By order of Adjusted | 1,315,400.22) 1,308, 620,58 370 189 181 181 None.| Completed from
|| Aug. 17,1857, IBI;E . from Jack- y and closed. Jacksonville to
] from Lake 1856, Al sonvilleto of the In- Take City, 5
] ﬂnt& to lands with-| Apalachi - terior. " miles, and from
Tallahas-| inlimits. | colaRiver. thence to Quiney,
- Ho0, | s 130 miles addi-
‘] May 10,1858, 1| Aug.15,1857,1..-.80.....o oo dD..c tional within
Il from Tal- | $rom Apa- time ibed by
lahassee to | lachicola grantingact. Com-
Pensacala. 1 River to pleted from Quin-
Pensacola., :I:gltoa\ la
ver, 20 miles, [n
1873, thence to
Pensacola, 161
miles, in 1883, Ad-
1ustcdasnmgmnt.
i
4
|
[
Boept. 22,| Ma 17,1 Aug. 15, | By order of | Practicall 1,084,270.72) 731,710 77 237, 65 85| 152.65 152850 Nomne,| Completed from Fer-
1857, from | 1858:; Jal 1857, tary | adjuste nandina to Waldo
Fernan- | 8,1856; of the but not within pre-
dina to ggg&:t L or. closed. seribed,
Waldo, and Waldo to Tampa
thence to after that tims.
Cedar
Keys.
Dee. 14,1860, | Bept. 6,1856;].............. e e T St T 12 70 70{ None)| None) None.| Cedar Keys
drom Wa Apr. 25,1 ; from aldo to
dotoTam- | 1857: and Cedar Koys.
Po. Mar. i\il
1881, i
lands with-
in dimits. |
Aug. 13,1856.| June 9, 1856. | Dec. 15,1887.]..... L Rt Adjusted 147, M42.81) 186, 601. 08 “ 44| None. None) None| From PenszeilsFla,
All lands and closed to Flomaton, Ala.
within:
limits,
Bept. 18, 1856, E;jl'.«'.lﬂ&&; Dee. 15,1887.1. ... do.......|..... do..... 439,972.58) 309,022, 84 119 None ©None. Nope.| From Montzomery
nbrnn?' to Flomaton, Ala.
13, 1857
All lands
within
limits.
Jan. 18,1850.| June 10,1856;]| Aug.15,1887...... do.......| Practicall 06,033. 12 67, TB4, 96§ 306, 05{ None, 10. 224 36. 05 25. 83 an to
Feb, 13 adjusted, ‘Guntersville, Ala.
157, Al but not
lands closed. .
within
15-mile
limits.
! 4
-LBame,lm. Junel19,31856; | Nowith- 4 . ... ... Notearned..|............. None.| .5 None.| None. 3.5 87.5 | From Gadsden to
Feb. 13 dra of Georgia State line,
| 1B57. indemni- |»
lands lands
| within has been
15mile recog-
limits, nizged
since the
war ol
1861 -
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JANUARY 12,

Statement showing land grants made by Congress to aid in the construction of railroads, canals, and internal

Addilional legislation affecting but not

g increasing grant.

g Date of grant. Route of rad, | Extentof | Extentofin- | oo | Granteeor | Subdivisionsof,

oute 01 road.  |erant in place.| demnity limits. State, BIpuR SuS
3 Date of act. g Object of act.
2l Z
) B
& 3|8 a1e
W st P S e T [T T o T P T L ey B e Wills Valley | From Gadsden,
R.R. Co Wills and
Lookout Valleys,
to Wanh L
Tenn. Present
owner, the Ala-
R.R &
tanooga R.R. Co.

17 | June 3,1856 | 11 17| From near Gads-| Odd-num- | Fifteen miles | Stateof Ala- | Northeastand | No  subdivision. |yAPF- 10,1860 | 16| 45 o e B s

den to some bered sec- on each side bama. Southwestern| Present owner, tima Jor comp!&‘-
point on the tionswith-| of road. R. R. Co. the Alabama and i ok Of foma
Alabama and in 6 miles Chattanooga R.R.| 3
Hisslssip'_ﬁl of road. Co.
Statelinein the
direction of the
Mobile and
Oliio B. R.

18 | June 3,1856 | 11} 17| From Girard to |..... [ [ ey SOTee A0 e matalivia: do......] Mobile and | No subdivision. | Bept. 20,1800 496/ Forfeiting t

Mobile, Ala. Girard R. R. | Present owner, between roy

the grantee of the and Mobile, Ala.

State. Mar. 3,1903 1 Providing for an

exchange oflands

between the com-

gﬂny, or its ven-

ees, and settlers.

F Feb. 24,1905 | 33{ 813.....do.. !
Mar. 4,1907 311!051. =

19 | June 3,1856 | 11| 17} From Montgom-|.....d0.-....|..... ([ St I, [, e Tennesseeand | No  subdivision. | Mar. 3,1857 | 11| 200 Amending act of
ery, Ala., to AlabamaCen-| Present owner June3, 1856, as to
some point on tral R. R.Co.| the South and name of ecom-
the Alabama North Alabama 1gmr.
and Tennessee B R Mar. 3,1871 | 16| 580 viving grant
State line,iu the and ex
direction of 1 time for comple-
Nashville, Tenn. tion ol road.

20 | Juno 21856 | 11| 17| From Felma to |..... L [ EEEEER SR | PRt A dacsoosy Alabama and | No subdivision. | May 23,1872 | 17 158| Confirming to
Gadsden, Ala. Tennessee | Present owner, State lands there-

Rivers R, R. | the Selma, Rome tofore F
Co. and Dalton R. R n}ldgrantingﬂgh!.
of way.
Sept. 29,1800 496| Forfei t
Dt
ville and Gads-
den, Ala.

21 | June 31,1836 | 11| 21) From Littlo Bay | Oddsections| Fifteen miles | 8tate of| BaydeNoquet! No subdivision. |........cc..... of-+2-] NOTE.—Theact of
de Noquet to| within 6| on each side | Michigan. and Mar-| Present owner, Mar. A i
Marquette, | miles of| of road. uette B. R. | Marquette provided t
Mich. road. Odd se:tions. Houghton and this  company

Ontonazon R.R. should  receive
Co. lands for only 20
milesofroad, viz

200 sections; an
that said Jands
should not be se-
- lected east of the
line between
ranges 26 and 27
west or south of
the line between
7 townships 47 and

48 north.

2la| Mar. 3,1855 | 13 Twentv miles | Four addi- | Twenty miles.|....To...... ], o0 fs L R by R AR -l FA [ R e
westerly from | tional sec-
Marquette, | tions per
Mich, mile,
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fmpr together with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land O ffice—Continued,
Miles of
road
Miles of | Miles of -
Number of road road ted | Miles of
Dateand ex-| Date of res- Estimated | acres certi- Length | Gom- com- | atdate | road
Date of defi- tent of toration of | Mannerof | Conditionof | area of fled or pat- | v ooy | pleted | pleted | entire Rertarks
nite location. | worp qrawal indemnity | restoration. grant. grant in ented to fn miles. within after road ted
& lands. . acres, June 30, time time | should pt. 20,
1914. pre- pre- have 3
scribed. | scribed. | heen
com-
pleted.
From  Mississi l
State !jne near
ridian, Wau.hatp
chie, Mn Com-
y received lands
Nov. 29,1858 | June19,1856; Aug.15,1587| By order of | Practically | 832,603.02 053,888.76| 272 72 None| Nome| Nonef forrosdin Alsbama
Feb.13,1857. of| adjuste The Wills Valle
All  lands Inte- | but no S this cravk
within 15 closed. kg hediood e
i rately and has been
closed.
Junel,1888..]....do........| Aog.15, 18871 .. . do........ Adéusted 302,181.16] 302, 181. 16 223.6 54 30 169.6 139.6 | Completed [(rom
and closed. Girard to Union
Springs, Ala., with-
lnthotimareqaumd,
and from nion
8prings  to_ Troy
ter  that ~ time.
Unconstructed [rom
Troy to Mobile. In
this eonnection sea
certificate of gov-
ernor of Alsbama,
‘dated March 20,
1834, relative to con-
struction ol a mail-
road from Pollard to
Mobile, 63 miles, by
the Mobile and
Great Northern
R. R. Co., here re-
purted 65 uncon-
May 30, 1866, | June 19, 1856;| Dec. 15,1887.). .. do........| Practicall 504,689.00) 445,438.43 183 1831 None.| None. None Frum Mont
Irom Deea- | Feb.13,1857; adjusted, g " to Decatur. gtggg
tur to Ca- | ond Jan. 7, but not tion appears to have
lora. 1869; Sept = closed. been by the
July 26,1871, | 26,1866; and company under the
from Mont- | Apr.27,1871 grant between De-
omery to| All lands catur and the State
era. within 15 line of Tenuessee,
mile limits. Noroad was located
between said goints,
agh l1:10 laPh's ;Im
rawn therefor.
Mar. 27, 1858, | June 19, 18566, | Deec. 15,1887.]....do..... ..do........| 508,620.33] 458, 555.52 167.35] 1004 43. 93| €7.35| 23.42| Completed from Sel-
and Feh, 15 ma to a point about
lands wit: lndega’ within the
5 within
in 15-mile time required, an
ts. from thence to Jack-
sonville after that
time. Uncompleted
from Jacksonville to
Gadsden,
Dec. 17, 1857.| May 30, 1356 Belpt. 12,1879,)_.. do........| Adjusted 128,000.00f 128,301.05 20 20{ None.| Nonoe.| -Nooe.| From Marquette toa
under act of lands and closed. point 20 miles south-
June 3, 13&- withdrawn thereol.
No with- | underactof
drawal un- | 1856not cov-|
der act of | ered by
1865, Selec- | grant of
tions made | 1565,
within
i% mit ’1. tgf
uetle,
Nt
and
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Statement showing land grants made by Comgress to oid in the construction of raifrocds, canals, and internzl

Addit lunnlgnegislalion aI’l’ec‘IJ.rlg but no

g creasing grant.
5 =
E
Z | Date of grant. Route ofroad, | EXtentof | Extentofin- | oo .. Grantea of Sut;d&mhm OE(‘-
§ lgrant in place.} demnity Hmits. State. B L
Date of act, Object of act.
: : Blg
p=| = é § o
o T = o | P

June 18,1864 | 13| 137| Extending time
farcom etion of

June 18,1854 | 13} 409 Explain[nr.nct fx-
t.em!ng fime for

completion of

road.

May 20,1868 | 15( 252| Extending time

for completion of

22 | Juno 35,1856 | 11) 21] From Marquette | Oddsections| Fifteen miles | Stateof Mich-| Marquetteand [YNo subdivision.

to Ontomagon, | within 6| on each side | igan. Ontonsgon || Present owner, ||Apr. 20,1871 | 17| 643 Autho: re-
Mich. miles of | ofroad. Rwy. Co. Marquette, survey new
road. oughton _and Iocation of that
g{::wnsgmn. R, gg.rt of the llna
22a) Mar. 3,1805 | 13{520)... . do.......o.. Four addi- | Twenty miles.|....do........}.c.d0..ceaai.ld quetta and On-
tional soe- y tonagon., No
tions per change in loca-
mile. tion of grant.

Mar, 2,1889 | 251008 Forfeiting

2 | June 3,1856 | 11f 21 From Ontona-| Odd  sec- | Fifteen miles |..... T b Ontonagon | No subdivision. | Mar. 2,1889 | 25/1008 Fortejtinguncmn
gon, Mieh., to| tions with- | on each side and _State | Present owner, | pleted portion of
the” Wisconsin | in 6 miles | ofroad, Odd Line R. R.| Ontonagon and grant.

State line, of road. sections. Co. Brulé River R.
R. Co.

24 | June 3,1856 | 11| 21} From Marquette,!.....do.......|.....do FRA SR I3 «.| Marquetteand | No subdivisions. | July §5,1862 | 12| 0331 Authorizing State
Mich., to the BtateLineR. Premnr. owner to relocate road
Wisconsin State R. Co., after- mi as to reach |
line, wardsknown | Nor western Etate line at

as l;hceB (llhlE Rwy. Co. mouth olthl%Ha-
cago, Bain nominee vor;
Paul  and to surrender
lli‘unﬁl %ulae ands metv?d
2 C0¢ original lo-
cation and seleet
other lands
new location.
2a; Mar, 3,1865 | 13520 From Marquette,| Four addi- | Twenty miles..|..... A0isseans Peninsula R. |..... L el e 9 May 20,1868 | 15 % Ext time
| Mich., to the | tional sec- R. Co. May 23,1872 | 17| 1 completion.
Wisconsin St&te tions per
line at mile. cation of road.
mouth of !he Change of road
Menomine e not to change lo-
River. cation of grant,

25 | June 3,1836 | 11| 21| From Amboy, [ Odd  sec- | Fifteen miles |..... f10 e <5 Amboy, Lan- | Lansing to Trav- | July 83,1886 | 14| 78 Reviving grant
by Hillsdale | tioms with- | on each side sing and | erse Bay, owned extending time
and Lansln{, in 6 miles | ofroad. Odd Traverse Bay| by the Tackson, for completion,
soma point on | of road. sections, R. R, Co. and Sag- and provid
or near Trav- inaw I&. R. Co. that no lam
erse Bay. From Amboy to ghall be applied

Lans owned to construction
by N ern Cen- of road south of
tral Michigan R, Owossounulmd
R. Co. of th.nt
mm
Mar. 2,1867 | 14|
foreom ion.
Mar. 3,1871 | 18 Anthorizing com-
panﬁ to chango
nus of its rond to
me Stml‘. of
lulomtinnnrroad
not to change lo-
Sept. 20,1500 wml‘?::fl:i?igés 3
t. 29,
between  Jones-
mandmboy,

2 | June 3,186 | 11} 21 From Grand |..... . {| e T A0 ssaessvsivans do.......| GrandRapids | No subdivision. | Mar. 3,1865 | 13/ 5101 E time

] Rapids to spme and Indiana | No change in for completion.
nt on ornear R. K. Co. ownership.
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Imprevements, logether with data relatize fhereto, compiled from the records of the General Iand Office—Continued.

Miles of
road
# Miles of | Miles of | uncom-
LB bt hmlﬁgﬁf road road aﬂ:hdt:?e Miles of
- acres - com- com- road
Date of defl- Da:g;fg‘“ toration of | Mannerof | Conditionof | areaof | fied or pat- m pleted | pleted | entire | uncom-
nite location. | . SRt O | | indemmity | restoration. |  grant. gratin | entedfo | miles. | Within | ‘after | rosd | pleted Remarks.
lands. acres. June 30, time time | should &m,
1914, pro- pre- have
scribed. | seribed.| been
com-
pleted.
Jan. 14, 1850 l,{“sg&% Aug. 15, 1887 Bﬂye::s.ta:'o; I;rgj:‘f;I:{g‘ij 305,029.59) 305,929 39 96 45.26( None. 50.74 50.74 Compgatod {ﬂ:m a
Al lands of the In-| but no E uetmandyhlf:
within lim- terior, closed. ta R
. R., in
its, .16, T.47N., R.
21 W. to L’Anse
with;:dl time re-
?oleted'frum L’Anse
On
Nov.30,1857. thm. June 15, 1868. Bt{emﬂ(%nc: Ad 2}2:&-} 35.“’-'9-"9l 34,221.084 75 None| 20 [ 65 | Completel from On-
within missioner near Rocglﬂgt
limits. of the Gen- Not constructed
eral Land from Rook!and to
Office. uw;‘i;consln Siate
Nov.30,1857, | May 30, 1856.| June15,1868.|_ .. _do. e Y ceressnssmmesl it iovnnsnnnnfssansnnenslosensnnnss]ansssibasfercansannliasasdiog
unde.rscto}
1856,
Iine.l‘%‘:m J%als'lzu?; Deo. 15, 1887, Bﬂv’eu:der of l;rﬂa;:;m! 680,033.37|  518,085.36 125.2 125.2| None| None| None l?srom Wisconsin-
under joint fs%&s'&il:i tary of the | but nof S e Bl
of1862. | limits. a0 e e R‘“i’rumu,
ton and On-
B, E.. at
s
wes
Oct. 23, 1858, unfmla,ls.:iis Dec. 15,1887.} ... _do...-. ...do........| 1,053,138.67] 743,787. 261,37 188,10 73.27 73.27| None.| Jackson, Lansingand
Ailt?lnl s Baginaw R, R, com-
w n leted from Lansing
limits. a point in section
20, township 2t9
wes
wlthi Ellzrua re:
!l:lt last nsmadto
kinaw City, on
the Btraits of -
inaw, after that
ime,
80 None,| 60 80 20 Northern Central
Michigan
com Ieted rrom
Lansing to Jomes-
ville; uncompleted
from Jonesville to
IAmbn}
?f:m?G:?:{d Lgal-s?ﬁ.aﬁs Dec. 15,1887.|___ do........|....d0........| 054,873.83| 852,521.10| 333 333 None.| None| None|From Vort Wayne
Rapids to | within 15 {?iiéh,hhlu?g?ve
Tr;vers; x(?ﬂresalrl;mé lands in Michigan
22,1866, | Rapids sy
from Fort | north:Oct.
Wayne, | 23,186,all
Ind., to| landswith-
Grand in 20 miles
Rngtds. within
Mich. Btate of =
Michigan.
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Statement showing land sronts made by Congress to aid in the conetraciion ¢f reifroacs, eongle, and inlernil

Additional legislation affecting but not

g increasing grant.

g3

g

5! Extent of | Extant of in- Grautes of Bubdlvisions of

e Date of grant. Route of road, grant i pilace.| demnity Timits,| Grantee, Stote. ;rn.utonnd prosent

& i Date of ast. Object of act.

g £ £

g E g

= g 5‘ 2 g

© @ . o | &

%6 June 7,1864 | 131119) Amends act oi .............. Twenty miles.{Stateof Mich- Gmndnag‘ld.s ................................... TR e P S W e,
June 8, 1856 igan, xmd Ind
that mmssﬁull.

;‘aad“;']?rum
ort Wayne, in
du}:e St?woﬂni

ang,toa
Souny. Ity
e
of the State of
mehigan,
of (‘mndyllapn
ids {o some
int on orneat
verse Bay.”

27 | Juns 3,18566 | 11| 21| From Grand | Oddsections | Filteen miles |.....do......| Detroit and | From €rand Ha- | Mar. 3,1870 | 20/ 490 Releasing  rever-
Haven to Flint | within 6| on each side Milwaakee | ven to Owosso. sionary intorest of
and thence to| miles of| of road; odd R.R.Co. the United States
Port Huron. road. sections. inand tothelands

cartified.
Port Huron | From Owosso to | Mar. 3,1579 | 20{ 190f.....do.. .. ..cou..
P m R | e Esent
owner of the landa
certified for both
of abowa roads is
the Tort Iuron
and Lake Michi-
gan I, RR. Co.
28 | Juny» 12,1855 | 11{ @1 I-‘rom Pora Mar- |..... T Rl A e [ R (NG do......| Flintand Pere | No subdivisions. | Feb. 17,1865 | 13 ‘Extunﬁlnxt[mamr
ustte  (Lud- H&atfcmn. No ehangs of sz ?
ingwn)to?lint. R, ownership. July 38,1866 | 14| Aut orlsin:
changs in location
of road without
prejudice to land
Mar. 3,1871 582 1! time
’ “ zssl for complotion,

23 | Jume 3,1858 | 11} 20 From Madison or| Oddsections| Odd sections | State of Wis-| La Crossé and | Between Madison | July 27,1868 | 15 Auth the
Columbus, by | within & within 15| consin. Milwankee | and Portage to State todispose of
way of Portage | miles miles of road. R. R. Co. Madison and the lands ted
City, to the mhsidweoi Portage R. R. Co. and which may
Saint  Croix | road. Baetwean Portage have inured for
River or Lake, and Tomah to the benefit of the
between town- Wiseonsin Rail- Wiseonsin _Rail-
shitl)s 25and 31, road Farm Mort- road Farm Mort-
and thence te gage Land Com- gage Land Com-
the west end of pany. pany.
and to Bayfield.

203 May 5,188¢ | 13| 66 From Tomah to, Oddgztkms 0dd soctlom ..... do......] Tomah and Betwog Tomah | July 13,1888 | 15| 257 Extendingtima for
Saint Croix within Lake Baint | and ke Baint complotion.
River or Lake miles of rmd Croix R, R.| Croix to the To- | Mar. 3,1873 | 17| 634| To quist title of
between town- msd de— Co. mih and Lake sottlers on lands
ships2ianidl. | ducting Saint Croix R, R, claimed by West

lands grant- Co., aflterwards Wisconsin Rwy.
ed by net of West Wisconsin Co.
1858, {wyCo,nuwChL

mﬁnl&polis ami

200 May 51804 | 13| 6 From Salint | ....do......}..... A0 imnassfanecslbecse. .| Baint  Croix | Betwesn - Balnt | c..ovociiadua i
Croix River or and Lake Su- | Crolx Lake and
Lake, between g‘lm’ R. R. | the west end of
townshlps:ﬁ Lake Superior
and 31, to the (Superior  City)
west end of Lake and Bayfield
Superior, and the Saint Croix
from some and Lake Supe-
point on_said rior R. It. Co., so
rond to Bay- mugehofthisgrant
field. 6s lies between

Baint Croix Lake

and Bayfield

wsu Ernntsd

)S‘;A tate (act

r. 4. 13?-11 to

h Wis-

' oun,sdn Rny Co.
and the porlion
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improvements, tosether with Exta rélative thevrdlo, compiled from e vecords of the General Lund Offre—Continned.

Miles of
road
Miles of | Miles of | 1ncom-
Number of road road pleted | Miles of
Dateand ex-| Dabeof res- Estimated | acres certi- Length | com- com- | atdate | road
Date of defl- B;?mt oru itg;m.icn {)f Manner-of (‘em!.iﬁgnef -'mt?; M& %t—; ot rond | Dleted 1 p;?:;-d a;h{;e u{:::ené- R e
nite location. amni restoration. gramt, eran en 1 within T A
withdrawal, lands. i acres, Inne 30, in mites, time time | should Brépt. 29,
1914, pre- pre- have 1390,
saribed. | scribed. | been
com-
pleted.
---------------------------- fesssessssnnssslomensmansansen srsmamenedanna el e e aih e Y e ] i e ] sessdessssincilacinnanns
1
Jan, 5, 1858..| Mav 80,1856, | July 31,1852, mmu‘ Adinsted
Al Jands the Seoro-| anddosed.
withinlim- tary «f The 37,467. 44 37, 467.4¢ 200.05 140.05 60 60 None.l With the exceplion
its. Imerior, | of 60 miles Iving be-
i tween Port Huron
Dec.9,1857. .1 May30,1856.1 ... .do.......|... e .. 4 ___ .de....... and Flint these
roads appear to have
been constrocted
. [ without reference to
A 1 theland grant. (See
1 ! Rogers vs. Port Hu-
! ran and Lake Michi-
gn R. R. Co., 45
1 ich., 460.) The
1 lands certified to the
tate were conveyed
'_ by the povernor to
| the Port Huron and
3 1 Lake Michi;
f i R. R. Co. May 80,
1 1873, to aid in build-
ing the 60 miles of
l:'oad above referred
Q.
Ang IR 8574 do... . m.m,m!,,..‘do ....... Practically 583,20D.83 512,877 170.66{  170.66{ Nome. Nonc| None. From Ludington to
b adjusted Flint.
but nof
i cloed,
July 16,1857, | Mnv 22, 1856.1 Withdrawal .. ..o f)ocemnianianas RN 1,115.38 39. None, 30 39 None.|/[From Madizon to
and Bapt'| Alloddseo-| never we- Faiig 1 1 1 Portao.
7,1857. tions with- | voked, but 1 1 i
in 15-mile | no known 1 1|
limits. vacant 1 1
lands with- Lf
in limits of ] _
grant. 1
..... do......| Aug. 15, 1887, ._...do........! !
* |
Sept.7,1857, | May 29,1556, | ... do...... ] Sy | USSR | GERE | RS 1,208,404, B8, 6.0 25.00¢ @79 m i bi ] Nope.§From Portaze to
under sct | umder act i o Tomah.
of 1R56. of 1856; odd | - H 4 From Tomah to
Jume sections | Hudson. The com-
under within 15 Eﬂny appears to
of 1864; re- | mile limits. ave sl oned
location. Feb. 5, 1866, and taken up the
under gt 1 read between To-
of 1864; odd 1 mah and Warrens,
sections ] 12 miles, and in liea
within 20- 1 thereof to have con-
mile limits. ) strueted aroad from
Warrens to Camp
Douglass.
Mar, 2, 1858, | May 20,1856,/ None, but | Withdrawsal | Adjusted | 1,258,208 1,288,208, 243.9 None. 245.90 243.9] None| Hudson to Bupetior
from Pres- | under act| no known| rewoked elosed. 4 City.
cott to Bu- | ofl1856,08d | vacant y Branch from peint
periorCity, | sectioms| lands in on main_line in
under wi 15- | limits, Bee. 35, T. 40 N,
Jﬁg lsgi. mﬂs.’lg.mtts. R. 12 W., to Bay-
uly 1358' Feb. mr ] ‘ﬁﬂ]d.
Bayfield | under act 1 i
branch of 15864, odd ]
under act sectiomns .
of 1856. within 20-
Apr. 22,1865, milelimits.
under act 1
of 1664; 1
both lines,
by adop-
tion of loca-
tion under
act of 1856,
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Stntement showing land grants made by Congress to aid in the construction of railroads, canals, and internal

Additional legislation affectinz but not
increasing grant.

£ A
2 Eubdivisions of
-g Date of grant. Route of road. Lﬁ?g& m;m Grantoe. Grgggof mntusn 1e gmsent
o WNars,
B Date ofact. | . Object of act.
g 3 g
=) = =
: - 32
............... e S R S I T BB B Loy T i T IR LA e ] P i s ] hetwoenthe
2 tion jBny
field Branch and
Buperior  City
wns by the same
% o an
it
8
Co. whole
Eﬁ:t mrth of
t Croix Lake
is now

16,
30 | Juna 3,183 | 11| 20| From Fond du | Odd  sec- | Fifteen miles | Stateol Wis- | Chicago, Saint Nombdiv!slun .| Apr. 25,1802 | 12| 618 Authorizing relo-

Lae, on Lake | tions with- | on each side consin, Paul and | Present cation of road,
Winnebago, | in 6 miles | ofroad. Fond du Lac Chicago anni but not to changs
northerly tothe | of road. R. R. Co. Northwestern location of t.
State line, Rwy. Co. Also granting 8)
Road as con- acres in ort
strueted ex- Howard Military
Yond du Tae S s

ond du i :
via Appleton Mar. 3,1805 | 13| 520{ Exten time

and Green Bay, for completion.
to the mouth o| - May 20,1868 | 15( 252| Directing issus of
the Menominee patent for 80
Riwver. acres in  Fort
Howard Military

Reserve,

Mar, 3,1880 | 15/ 307| Aunth com-

m& nct lta

full axtent o!its

road as originally
located.

81 | June 3,1856 | 11| 18| From Texasline, |..... do.......].....do.........| Btate of| Vicksburg, | No subdivision of | None.......o.]ovadeces]onionmiasecoeainnnns
in State of Lou- - Louisiana. | Shreveport | grant. Present
isiana, west of the and owner, Vicks-
town of Green- R. R. Co. burg, Shreve-
wood, via Green- %ot{lan Pacifio
wi . R.

andMonroe, from Texas State

4 point on the line owned and

Mississippi operated by Tex-

River opposite as and Pacific
Vicksburg. 4 Rwy. Co.

32 | Juns 3,185 | 11| 18] From New Or- | Odd  see- |..... d0.eeerenn)enenaD.......| New Orleans, | No subdivision....| July 14,187 | 16| 277| Declarinz forfel-
leans, by ng tion within Opelousas | Grant forfeited as ture of all lands
!é:&m ol 6 miles of a‘gd ten(:}mﬁf tolandsn.othw-' . not :jl\ﬂif;.)dl gi;-

to o road. esl disposed o o .
Texas. R. Co. by Sta:o. Pres- o *
ent owner of
“nwiully
dmd of” by
,ihm not
ener-
nlr.and Office,
Rb?ﬁ?t' X wt:;
, Opera
by the Southern
Pacific Com-
Eany but owned
korgan s
Luuisimm and y
Texas R. R. Co.

33 | Aug. 11,185 | 11 FromJacksonto | Even sec- |.....d0........ State of Mis- | Southern Rail-| No mhdjvuinn ............... eefenmnl NODELSS b iava
the line be- | tions with- sissippi. road Co. rresm
tween the State | in6 milesof Vlnkshurﬁ
of Mississippi | road. md Meridisn
and BState of R. Co.

Alabama, ml

84 | Auz. 11,1856 | 11{ 30| From Brandon |..... s o [r et PR 1 SR Gu!fﬂndShlilp No subdivision; | Sept. 20,1500 4961 Forfeiting uncom
to the Gulf of Island R. R, {:rmnt owner, pleted  portion
Mexico. Co. he Gull and of grant.

Ship Island R.12,
Co.
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im procem ents, together with d 1o relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continned.

Miles of
road
Miles of | uncom-
. road leted | Milesof
Date of res- Estimated Length com- | atdate | road
Dateof defi- foration of | Mannerof | Condition of area of road pleted | entire | uneom- Hemarks.
nite location. indemnity | restoration. grant. grant in i i after road &letad.
lands. acres. tima | shonld pt. 29,
pre- have 1200,
seribed. | been
com-
pletad.
1
Nov. 30, Dee. 15, 18871 By order of Pmul:ae.léy 560, 606. 87) 16 None.f Nene} Nome| Road as econstructed
1857, eeretary | adjusted, extends from Fond
Fond dn of the Inte- | bat du Lac, via Apple-
Laec to i, A ton, to Michi
Michigan ™ State line near
mouth of the Me-
nominee River.
ted line, for
and along which
um?a% received
its lands, extends
from Fond du Lae,
viaAppleton, north-
erly to Michizan
Btate line in town,
41 N., range 14 E,,
Jan. §, 1863, about 167 miles.
thronPh
townships
31 to 36,
inclusive.
Jume 1, 1568,
hip. 35 50
’!i'!;:-.hl:an
Mar. 27,1857, Aug. 15,1887, .. . d0-.onnn oo 000 630,220, 90] 190 96 96 None| Completed from
Texas State Hne
to Bhreveport, 20
miles, and {rom
Delta, La., opposite
Vicksburg, Miss., to
Monroe, , T4
miles, within time
required, and from
Monroe to Shreve-
rt after that time.
Dec. 5, 1856 Mar. 15,183, Order of | Grant for- |............. 80 Nane.]| None.! None.| The mileage here
All lands | Commis- | feited. ven refers only to
within| sioner of the road from New
grant west [ General Orleans to Brashear
of Brashear | Land Of- City, now Morgan
Citgl (to| fice: under City, the grant for
which the | forfeiture the remainder hav-
road was| act, Jan. heen declared
built in| 30, 1873, forfeited.
1860) an The lands certified
outside the under this
withdraw- were reconveyed to
allimits for the United States
the New by the governor of
Orleans, Louisiana February
Baton 2, 1888 the pgrant
Rouge and not having been
Vicksburg earned.
R. R., act
Mar. 3,1871.
Sar .19, 1857, Aug.15,1887.| Orderofthe | Adjusted 409,489, 81 113.5 None| Nonef None| From Jackson, via
2 Becretary | and closed. Meridian, to Ala-
of the In- bams State line.
terior.
Neov. 22,1800, Ang.15,1887.). ... .d0..nen--faaos ;S| 144, 222. 67 170 20 170 150 Located line extends

from Brandon to
Mississippi City.
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JANUARY 12,

Additional legislation affec but not
increasing mntl.ins

£
=
& Extent of | Extent of in- Grantes of | Subdivisions of
3 Date of grant. Route of road. grant in place.| demnity limits.| Grantee. State. gmntoand present y
] 3 Date of act. § Object of act.
g z 2l
o 8 § a2
o @ | |m | &
35 | Mar. 38,1857 | 11195 From Stillwater,| Odd sec- | Fifteen miles | StateofMin- | Minnesota | Stillwater to | July 13,1800 | 14| 97| Provides for cer-
by way of| tions with- | on each side | nesota. and Pacific | Baint Paul. tification of lands
Saint Panland | in6milesof | ofroad. Odd R. R. Co., | Present owners, and rogulates se-
Baint An-| road. sections. afterwards | Saint Paul lection of indem-
thony, to a Saint Paunl | Stillwater and nity.
between and Pacific | Taylor's Falls
he foot of B R. R. Co. R. R. Co., and
Stone Lake any - the ' Stillwater
the mouth of and Saint Panl
Bioux Wood Rwy. Co.
River. Saint Paul to | Aug. 51802 | 27| 390| Reliel of settlers
Breokinridge. in limits of grant
Present owners, in North and
the Baint Paul South Dakota,
Minneapolis al
Manitoba Rwy.
Co.
35a) Mar, 3,1865 | 13162680, ....d0....c0euenn Odd soec- | Twenty miles |..... d0i.=is: CaecliBas cane T IR R e b S (Bl SES e T
tions with- | on each side
in 10 miles | ofroad. Odd
of road. sections,
36 | Mar, 3,1857 | 11105 Branch ofabove | Odd sec- | Fifteen miles |..... A0 sy e leabay o TS From BSaint Ane | July 12,1862 | 12| 624| Authorizing loca-
road (irom | tions with-| on each side thony (East tion to Lake Su-
Baint Anthony) | in 6 miles | of road. m;:mapolisg to instead of
via Bain of road. ‘Watab, and from t Vincent.
Cloud and Saint Cloud to | July 13,1866 | 14| 97| Provides for cer-
W Baint Vincent. tification of lands
the navigable t owner, and regulates se-
waters the tha Baint Paul, lection of indem-
Red River of Mi:mgg:lzs and mity.
the North, at Mani Rwy.
sach point as Co.
the legislature
gsl%het doter-
36a{Mar.  3,18065 | 13/526( Bame. ........... 0dd sec- | Twenty miles |.....do.......]|..... do...,.....| From Watab to | Mar. 3,1871 | 16 58| Authorizing State
Also from some | tions with- | on each side Brainerd. Pres- toalter location of
t on exist- | in 10 miles | ofroad. Odd ent owner, Saint branch lines,so as
lma be- | of road. sections, Paul and North- to construet from
tween Baint ern Pacific R. R. Crow . Wing to
Anthony and Co. Brainerd
Crow and Saint Cloud to
extending Baint  Vincent,
ly. col-
the waters of structing  from
Lake Superior Crow
Selewnict arch Sa(iint Vineent
" , chang- an
1 s0 Cloud to Lake
as to extend Superior.
from Saint An- Mar. 3,1873 | 17| 631} Ex time
thony, via Crow for completion.
Wing to Brain- June 22,1874 | 18| 208 Extending time
erd and from for completion
Saint Cloud to and saving rights
Baint Vincent.) of settlers. m-
Eotopt, #nd Do,
aceep
ent held act
perative. (See

&P.R. R. Co, §
] 8 = o
170, :

Aug. 5,1502 | 27{ 300| Reliefofsottlersin
limits of grant in
North and South

Dakota.
37 | Mar. 13,1857 | 11195 From Saint Paul | Odd sections | Fifteen miles |.... . do......| Southern Min-| No subdivision. | July 13,1856 | 14| 07 Providesfor certifi-
and from Saint | within 6 | on each side nesota and | Present owner cation of lands
Anthony, via| miles of | ofroad. Odd Minnesota | Saint Panl and and regulates se-
Minneapolis, to| road. sections. Valley R. B. | Bioux City R.R. lection of indem-
a _ convenient Co. nity; alsoextends
point of junetion time for comple-
west of the Mis- tion of road.
sissippl River,
and thence to
the southern ;
Eolm{!nryortha
State. .
B7al May 12,1864 | 13 72.. .. .do..........| Tenmiles...| Twenty miles.|..... [, T, PRSP Fe o L e E B Sl e R Bept. 29,1800 | 26| 496 Forfeiting grant
between Saint
Anthony, vi
Minneapolis, an

Shakopee, Minn.
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fmprovements, together with 2xta relatice thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continned.

Date of def-

nite location.

Estimated

are of

grant in
BCres.

Number of
acTes certi-
fied 1:-’ pat-

June 20,
1914.

Length
of road
in miles.

Mi'es of
road
com-

pleted
within

re-
wpibed.

AMiles of
road

com-
pleted

after

tima

pre-
seribed.

Miles of
roal
uncom-

P
at date
entire
road
should
have
been
com-
pleted.

Remarks.

toR.38 W

Bepaie
L, July
30, 1863,

R 41 to
, May

Dec. §, 1857,
from Saint

from Saint
Clond to
Baint Vin-
cent.

Crow Wing
to Brain-
erd, Feb.
18, 1879.

Feb. 20, 1858,
from Saint
Paul and

Tune 28, 1885,

T. 107, R.
31, to Sec.
30, T. 14,
R.39.
Tuly 7, 18686,
from Sec.
R. 39, to
southern
boundary
of State.

LIX—388

Dee, 5, 1857,
Btillwater

Anthony to
Crow Wing.

Dee. 19, 1571,

from Sec.31,

3,770, 533.32 3,256,477.73

1,126, 578. 5 1,126, 578. 55

693, 80y

190

456. 19

190
Nons.

232. 4

37.01

Nona.

rConstrueted by Still-
water and - Saint
Panl R. R. Co.
From Stillwater to
unction with Saint

aul and Duluth
R. R.at White Bear,
From Btillwater to
Baint Paul. Con-
structed by Baint
Paul, Stillwater and
C'T:ylor’s Falls R. R.

For fall of
construction of two
roads above men-
tioned see letter

from Commissioner
of General Land '
Offica to Secretary

\ of the Interior,

dated Feb. 6, 1886,
From Saint Paul to
Breckinridge.

Saint Paul, Minne
apolis, and Mani-
toba Rwl{;, from
Hmnsago to Wa-
tab. Completed
from Minneapolis to
Bauk Rapids within
time required.

Saint Paul and
Northern Paecifle R.
R., from Watab to
Brainerd.

\Saint{ Vincent exten-

Baint Paul
Minneapolis and
Manitoba Rw 2

from East Sa
Cloud to Baint Vin-
cent, with a branch
from Baint Vincent
tl;%tha Intmst(i}%nal
; m-
leutgurmm East
int Cloud to Mel-
rose, 35 miles, and
from a tggtnt in Sec.
35, T. N, R. 48
W., to a point in

.| From Saint Paul to
tate line

Towa B o
¥rom Balnt Anthony
Minnea to

vpoimnt f

(+}

Bl
ppli River.
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Btatement showing land grants made by Congress to eid in the construction of railroads, canals, and interan]

Additional lezislation afacting but nut
2: Intreasing grank,
g Extentef | Fxtent.of in- | ‘“oramtegof | subdlicistonsol
g | Date of grant. Route of road. i phace.] demnnify fimits,| ‘Graatee. | State, qnentiand presant |
g 4 Dateofact. || . “Object of act.
S g |2
=1 1=2la
g 2|5 15| %
@ | = e [ &

1

38 | Mar. 38,1857 | 111195 From Minneapo- | Oddsections| Fifteen miles | State of | Minneepolis| No subdlvisions. | July 13,1865 | 14| 97| Provides Jor cer-
lis, via Farl-| within6 | on each side | Minnesots.| and Cedar | Present owmer, “| ‘tification oflauds
bault, to the | miles of| iofroad. Odd Valley R. R. | Minnesots “Cen- and regulates se-
northlineofthe | road. tsections, Co. tral R. R. Co. lection of indem-
State of Iows. mity.

|
28| Mar. '3,1885 | 13526]..... do...........| Oddsections| Twenty mlles |.....d0...0..].0.. e e O i e L L b e
within 10 | jon each side
miles of | iofroad. Odd
road. sections.

30 | 'Mar. B,1857 | 11 £951 From Winona, | Oddsections | Fifteen miles ..d0.......| Winons and | No subdivision. |[July 13,1866 | 14| 97| Provides for certl-

viaSaInt Peinr within 6 | jon ecach sid t Peter | Present owner, fieation of lands
limin miles of | ofroad. Odd R. R./Co. Winona and | snd regulates
tha B Bioux | road. ons. Snint  Peter | selection .of in-
it. B. [ demnity.

30a) Mar. 3,1866 | KR326._... 1SR 0dd  see- | Twenty miles |..... [ I R e dossais, <ol0uueeass oo Jan 13,1873 || 17} 409 Extond time

tions with- each side for eompletion,
in 10 miles | iofroad. Odd I
of noad |sections. |
I i
I | !

40 |"Mar. '8,1857 | 11|15 From La Cwves- | Odd  sec- | Filteen miles |.....do.......| Soothern Min- (Pumul by the [[Jaly 13,1866 | 14] 97 ProHdes for certi-
scent, vin Tar- | tions with- | 1on each side nesota R. R. | Chipago, Milwau- fication of lands
gl. Lake, up | in 6 miles | 1ofroad, Odd Co. kes and Baint ] and regulates

@ Root River | of noad. isections. Pail Rwy. Co. selection of in-
Valley to o con- | ty.
nection  with |
! the Winona |
! ‘u?R. Saint Peter | 3
"40u| Mar. '3,1865 | 332, .... do. .| 0dd  sec- | Twenty miles |..... ., T S P do.....
| tioms with- | ron each side
! in 10 miles | jofroad. Odd
| of voad. Isections.
L1
v 1
1
|

4l | July  1,1862 From a pointton | Oddsections | Noindemniity.| Union Pa- |...cccommnnana-. No isubdivision. | July 3,1880!| 14/ 79| Authorized com-
the ooe hen- | within 10 cific R. It. Union Pacific R. my to locate
dredth mesid- | miks on Co. It. Co. construct its
ian of longitude | eachsideof roall from Oma-
west from | road ha iwestward by
Greenwich, be- the Dest and
tween the sonth most practicable
margin of the route without rel-
valley of the erence to the ini-
Eopublic?hn tial point on the
River and the ann hundred
the vallevof the 1 nndy provlded

f the Terrttory of 9 . o Tuly 251500 |- 14] S| rants. right of
1y " |
Nebraska, ' to 'j ! ‘ray through mil-
boundary of I ﬂsy
Nevada Terri- the I‘msiihnt to'
tony; also from st apart lands
a point on west- for depot ' pur-
ern  bound
of Towa to the
one hundredth
maridinn afere-
dla) Jaly 2,18G4 | 1B[356). ... JdO-.icuicinnn Oddisections |.- ... d0.cen a0 b dsia et mamnn RN B T R R A Apr. 10,1800 | 16{ 36| Provides for the
within 20 | ratection of the
miles an ! nterests of the
cadh side of | United States in
road. the Union "Pa-
! cific R. R. Co,
| for a common
| terminus o the
] Umnion P’apific
| and Cerfiral "1%a-
| cific roails 4t or
: 5 i near Ogden.
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Miles of
road
Miles of | Miles of | uncom-
Yiaks ot oom Number of road road | pleted lﬁloi
. Estimated | acres certi- com- com- | atdate | roa
Date of def- | DUOSIL 5| toration of | Manner of | Condition of | ~aresof | fied ot pat- | BEH | pleteq | pleted | ‘entire | unooun-
nite location. | oihdrowy), | indemnity | restoration. | grant. | grantin | entedto | 9198 | within | after | rosd Jleted Ay
lands, acres. June 30, time time | should 1&29,
1914. pre- pre- have .
scribed. | seribed.| been
com-
pleted.
Jan. 25, 1858.| Mar. 7, 1857; | Withdrawal |.............. Practically 533,705.71] 170,734 20 115 115 None.| None None.| From Minneapolis to
June 22, | not revok- adjusted Iowa State line near
1857; Mar. | ed, but no but not Lyle, Minn,
25, 1858; | lkmown va- d.
and Dec. 6, | cant lands
1867. in limits.
Ju:w;m,lsss, Mar.7,1857; | May 22, 1891 | By order of | Practically | 1,551,280.50 1,680,974.92 373,72 323.22] Nome.| Nonme.| WNonme.| From W
June 22, ﬂ‘;a Becre- | adjusted, Saint Peter, 5
range 31 1857; Mar. tary of the | but not to the Big Sioux
25, 1858; Interior. c A River, near Water-
and July N , Dak,
10, 1865,
Aug. 3,1864, | Aug.10,1864,
32to] m July
37, inclu- | 10, 1875.
sive.
Fob. 23,1867, | Aug. 15,1867 -
rnnfesa.
Sopt.10,1868,| Ang.15,1867, .
ranges ‘Ed and Apr.24,
to 43, in-
clusive.
Sept.1,1873,| Sept. 2, 1874
range 42 to
Big Sioux
River, in
Dakota.
Feb.20,1858.| Mar, 7, 1857;|.. .. [ Bt Rt do. P 382,161.77|  88,987.99 w5 18 None.| 58,5 58.5 | Located from ILa
June 22, Crescent, via
1857, Mar 30, toaconnection
1858; and with ths Wi
July 10,1865, and Sainnttnratar
ter. Completed
escent
[ J within
t‘?ntimnh {lmd
neomp! Tom
i Houston to Roches-
ter. Abeut 22
the line
west of Houslon
located under the
ts of 1857 and
865, and here re-
8s uncom-
Ehtnd, is covered
¥ the road located
and constructed by
the Bou -
nesota R. R. Co.
under the si:;a:u‘. of
.quulyasl, 1866. See
0. o,
First 100 | Dec.15,1853; | No right of |..cceeenieanan Not adjust- 12,119, 671. 63/11,834,776. 68 1,038.68] 1,038.68) None,| None) None. from the
miles west | Dee. 22 .| indemnity. ed. Missouri River at
of Omaha, | 1863; Dec, Omaha, Nebr., to a
Oct.24,1864.| 16,  1804; &-‘:lctlm with the
First 100 | and . Dee, tral Pacific
miles west | 19,1864. R. in the northwest
of Omaha, quarter of mnorth-
Nov. 4,1864. cast q
100 miles | Deo.18,1567, tion 1, T, 6 N., R.
westofOm-| and Dee, 2 W, Utah, 511
aha to Salt | 28, 1867 miles north of the
June town of Ogden. See
25, 1865, act of May 6, 1870,
Second 100 | Feb. ¢, 1566, The Central Pacific
miles west llI.. R. Co., however,
of Omah. eases and operates
Jnn.w,lagﬁ. the road hetween
Becond 100 | Aug.21, 1866, the point of junction
miles west and O y. . S:11
of Omaha, miles, tl
June9,1566, conneetion being
Third 100 | None. made at the latter
miles west point. Company re-
of Ornah.& ceived bonds for
July23,1566. 1,038.68 miles.
Third 100 | June 26,1867,
miles west | and Apr.21,
of Omaha, | 1871,
Mar.30,1867,
Fourth 100 | June 2¢,1567.
miles west
of Omah
Mar.14,1
Fourth 100 | Nov. 6, 1860;
miles west | Dec.21,1870;
of Omah. Apr.21,1871,
Tan. 6,1 and Nov. 8,
1873.
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Statement showing lend grants made by Comngress to aid in the construction of railroads, ernals, and internal

Additional ]lggzsis(ion affecting but not

x ereasing grant.
2
g
=
& Extentof | Extent of in- Granteeof |  Subdivisions of
E Date of grant. Route of road. grant in place.| demnity limits. Grantea. State. grant and present
18 § Date of act. § Object of act.
=1
g £l Zlg
€ @ | a8
{1 ) AR e sian ] e g a ks s As R mA Rl o B h R e e | e e e b e S e e A1 Lk 6 S B B A AL SR e P AN A m e v ] 6,1870 | 16| 21! Fizes the
iz hi) & rent
mion  Pacifie
and Central Pa-
effic R. R. com-
June 20,1574 | 18{ 111 A Iwm.l 15,
a for a
mmrogrg
officer or agent
and opera“ts g;e
8
Pacific railroads
as o eontinuous
Hnoe, and s mode
of enforcing said
May 7,1878 | 20 ;ﬁ‘&? kma-
. June 24,1912 | 37,
lm;“ ennuz;
way.

%&%
R R

River,st | within 10 worth,
the mouth of | miles of : Pawnee ver,| July 3,1886 | 14

42| July 1,1862 Biwli‘mm the Mis- | Odd sections| None...-.----.| Leaven-|....c.corsns-...| That of the | May 17,1800 | 14
souri ﬂwhtch Bj
the Kansas| ofroad. and West- ,and Chey- 3

]
2k

River, toa con- tern R.R. cnne, Wyo., was
‘ wi o 00 to the e of route.
the Union Denver Pacific | Mar. 3,1869 | 15 324{Aul ing
Paeific R. R. i Rwy. and Tel. ment of
at the 100th Co.. Present of grant to Den-
meridian  of ownier, Union ver Pacific Rwy.
longitude. PacificR. R. Co. and Tel. Co.
421 Juty 12,1864 | 131358).....d0.......----| Oddsections | None...---+us={+=--al0iresze|-ccusasasnass=-:| [lemainderofroad | Mar. 38,1869 | 15 m&uf.hwlxtn%changa
(See act July 8, | within 20 and grant was of name to Kan-
1868, authoris- miles of o blz the sas Pacific Rwy.
connaction | road. Union acific Co.
th Union Rwy. Co., East- | June 20,1874 111} Relative to opera-
Pagific R. R., ern  Division, tion of road.
to be made at ] | ; whieh,bychange | May 17,1878 56 Provides for sink-
& point net i | 1 of name, became ing fund.
more than 3) : the Kansas Pa-
miles west of cifie Rwy. Co.
1 1 the meridian Present owner,
| of Denver, Union
Colo.) | i i R. R. Co., ex-
] i coﬁl in Kansas,
; whera Union
Pac. Land Co.

I : owns grant.
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imprasements, together with data relative therelo, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Cantinued.

T
Miles of
1 road
Miles of | Miles of | uncom-
i 1ol Number of road road lllié‘tnufa Miles of
Date of res- Estima acres certi- com- com- | a road
Date of def- Dateand ex-| 4 oration of | Mansmrof | Conditionof|  areacl | flsd or pat- Longih | pietea | pleted | entive wncom- Herarks
nite location. indemmni restoration. grant. grang ented within alter toad
wilhdrawal. lands, acres. | Junedn, |IBTMEL Tups” [ time | should |Sept 29
1914, pre- pre- have 1890,
scribed. | scr bed.| been
com-
pleted. l

Fifth 100 | Now. 6, 18605
miles west | Dee. 21,1870}
of Omnhm%. Nw.s,lﬁ‘a; | L
Jam. 6, T8C5. [ Aug.9,

Apr. 1% JIST1;
and May 15
1872,

Bixth 100 | Now. 6, 18795
miles west Nw 13?3:
of Omahs,

Jan, 6, 1868, Apl' 1%
snd agr n

Beventih 100 A ﬂ 18"0
miles west pr t
of Omaha, | 1871
July 2,1868, '

Eighth® 100 Do.
miles west. L
£ o |

Ninth’ 100  Do. !
| miles' west
of
| Tomth T00 | Aug 9, 1550;
G O | Aoy :
¥ £}
Apr2mrsoh| Apr. o, 1s70;
Apr.22,I5TE]
and Octt 16,
1873,

Eleventh 100 Do.
miles west
of Omalia

pr.28,1560,

Denver Pa- | Oct. 4, 1869, | No right of | None........| Practically | 1,120,300.17] 807, 50476 108 106 None.| None| Nene| Denver Pacific Rwy.
cifie, Auz. | Aue.?, malf indemmity. 3 ‘ddjus from Denver, Colo.,
20, 1860, and Nov. ?. but not {? junction with

870, closed. nion Pacific Rwy,
at Cheyenne, Wyo.
This road received
o bonds,

Kansas Po- |....cvuvovee P O EAT I B N do............do.......] 7,776,235.14] 6,175, 660, 63 0638.6 638.6] None.| None| None| KansasPacificRwy.,
cifie, from Missouri State

FProbable| Julyl7, 162 fine, mear Kansas
route: Law- City, to Denwer,
rence to cog. (See apiniun
100th me- of Attorney-Gen-
ridian in eral, Feb. 25, 1882,
Nebrasha, - relative to construc-
July 4, 1562, ) on.)

Genernl s company Tre-

route: eeived honds for
Kansas| Nome. 393.M425 miles of
City to road only, that be-
100th me- [uhe length of the
| ridian in I p I road construeted by
;2 o i the company from
L July 1, tho Btate line to
(i : Fort Riley, together
Fort Rifey | July 14, 15861 | with the fength of
to Calo- “the mmt dtrect
radao and practicable
hmdnar: route for a railread”
I Fulyll, line from Fort Hiley
x up the Republican
Colorade | Dee 19, 106 River to a cormec-
. line to 3 tion with the Union
Denver Pacific R. R. af the
and be-| 100th meridian, ac-
ond.,f ] cording to the sur-
ov. 30, ! | vey made during
1868, the snmmer of 1968,
Definite lo- F under tif)e dlrteet.iou
cation: . of the Depar ment
xsnrulrmm.m,‘ of the Interior,
City to Brevet Maj. o,
Fort Ri- Howell, Captain of
ley, Jan. Engium, U. B
11, 1866, and  ap-
Fort Riley | June1,1s67, rm& by the Presi-
to Fort aml.lulyz‘i. de.nt Oct, 30, 1588,
Harkeor,
May 8,
1867, :
Fort Har- | Felx 5, 1808
kerto Fort
Sogt 31’
7 A




1388 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. JANUARY 12,

Statement showing land granis made by Congress to aid in the construction of railreads, canals, and internal

Additional legislation affecting but not
g increasinz grant,
5 Bubdivisions of
i Extent of | Extent of in- Grantes of
g Date of grant. Route ofroad. [, inpl:m. demnitylimits.| Grantee. State. grant and present
= § Date of act. g Object of act,
| S
g 2lg £
- ik HE
o e Mg e S B P ssensrslicenns sasensns]|ssssnsssnsanannalceass esnsrans|sssssnansnne semalssanssaas esamnsisaes]sasnanansans S P I TP
43 | July 1,1862 | 12480 From Ban Fran- | Odd sections| None..........| Central Pa- [................ Portion ofgrant be-{ Mar. 3,1885 | 13| 50| Ratifying assign-
/ ciseo, Cal, or | within 10 cific R.R. tween San José mmtt.nngm
navigable wa- | miles on Co. and Sacramento Pacific R.R.Co.
ters of the Bac- eachsideof]| assigned to West- of portion of
ramento River, | road. ern Pacific R.R. t _ between
to eastern Co. (see act of José  and
of March 3, 1865), Bacramento,
: ,with andusubs?- July 3,1866 | 14) 79 Relu.u :iv?'mf.:ﬁlom.
right to con- nen! n o1 0 east
uﬁa - gn in'f::w of California.
tion nntil tral Pacific by
Union Pacific consolidation.
R. R. is met.
43a| July 12,1864 | 131356 .....d0.e0see.-..| Odd sections| None.......... Crahe TR LR ap v sannsansnnsanennas-| MAY 21,1568 | 14 H&!Ex time for
within 20 compl of
mﬁwﬁm first Won of
o:ml“ Apr. 10,1860 | 16| 56 Relative to point
of connection be-
tween Central
Pacific and Union
Pacific Rail-
roads.
May 6,1870 | 16| 21| Fixes point of
junction ofabove
T 20,1874 | 18} 111 Pmmmes for o&
une , 187
- eration of
roads as a con-
tinnous line.
May 7,1878 56{ Provides for sink-
ing fund.
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improvements, together with data relative thereta, sow_pilad.jmm Jhe.records.of the General Land Qffice—Continued.

Number of
Date of res- * Estimated | acres certi-
n!i::.? o%l;?lco‘:; D“mt“:i“"‘ fnofiaﬂmtd ﬂnmgtul-.of Gmﬂ.ltiltm-w: 'arem;r i !ﬂg‘aptgt- m.
2 emnity || restoration. grant, grant in i i
withdrawal. T Srsemiy J“‘é‘l’f" in miles.
1014,

Miles of
road

1| sentive |

Miles of
road

uncom-
pleted
at date

T0O,

should
have
been
com-

pleted.

Remarks.

Western Pa-{...o0. o Cuts No right of | None... ....| Nobadjusted| 1,349,532.96] 458, #47.07 123.16)
cifie. indemnity. |
General| Dee. 23, 1864,

< i
San Josag May 6, 1870. 4

1866. |
1st to 20th i |
mile south
and west h 5
of Bacra- 1
rsne:;tul. |
ept. 1,
ISlé,.
20th to 83d
mile south
and west ' 1 ¢
of Sacra- : i H
“mento, )
Oct. 27,

18609,

£3d to 1034
mile south
and west b
of Sacra- i - :
mento, !
Jan. 21, !

A wm =T

=
(-]
o - i
=

) ! i
‘Bacramen- | Aug, 2,1862.1.....d0. . «o-ofme s @0 n e annfoonddl0. - oo §,020,382.84) 5R42,917.72) 737,

Truckee
River,
June 30, |- | k d
1862, | ; i

184,
Salt Lake | May 12,1805,
eastern

Monument | May 15,1860,

123,16}

W37.5

None.

i

None.

"None,

None.|

Nomne,

Western Pacific R.
R., from Bacra-
:{pelnmcto 8an Tosd,
al. Com re-
reeived blla}:;.gg for
1123.16 miles,
Bee restoration of
«June 6, 1873.

{f)mmontory) and
the junetion 'with
the Union Pacifie,
47.2 miles, was con-
strueted by the
Union Pacific R. R.
Co., and purchased
by the Central Pa-
f;’ij:tnl R.l:k:;.hl (See
resolution,
April 10, 1868.)
y  received
bonds  for ‘737.5
miles.
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Statement showing land grants made by Congress to aid in the construction of railroads, canals, and infernal

1
Additional Jegislation afecting but not
o increasing grant,
2
B
Z | Date of grant. Extent of | Extent ofin- Grantes of |  Subdivisions of
- Tloute of road. grant in place.| demnity limits. Grantee. State. mntomd present
g § Date of act. ¥ Object of act.
§ 2 9 = g,
- -
& AL 3|&
43a.. crsasscaalens|ias)cecianse sunnasanasn A m St SR sesssissishsnsgdrasssansssannsliesenisssasanesslenvansen Py L
44 | July 11,1862 Izlm)l From Saint Jos- | Odd sections | None.......... Hanntbal koot e Mo snbaivisimE N, .l s LD L Sl
44a| July 2,1864 | 13356| eph via Atchi- | within 20 and Baint Present owner,
son to connect | miles on Ji R. Union Pacifiec R.
with Union | each side R. of R. Co., Central
Pacifie R. R.| of road. Missouri, Branch,
through Kan-
sas,
5 | July 1,1862 | 12(489| From Sioux | Oddsestions| None..........{ Union  Pa- |.ccveeecnnnnns.. No subdivision. | July 2,1864 |13 |536 [Anthorizing
City, Towa, to | within 10 cifie R. R. Present owner, President to des-
int to be fixed miles on Co. Sioux City and ignate company
y the Presi-| each side Pacific R. R. Co. to build road.
dent, to con- | ofroad.
?ar.'t with :oad
rom on
west %:dary
of [owa toacon-
nection  with
lines of Union
Pacific R.R.Co, -
46| Mar. 3,1863 | 127772 From city of |Oddsections | Twenty miles [ State of | Leavenworth, | No subdivision. | July 1,1864 | 13| 339 Authorizedchange
Leavenworth, | for ten sec- | on each side | Kansas. Lawrence | Southern Kan- of branch line to
by way of the | tions in| of road and G sas Rwy. Co. run _from Law-
town of Law- | width on! branch. ton R. R. Co. rence to Emporia.
mnn%and via | each side Apr. 19,1871 | 17| 5 Authorized com-
the Ohio City | ofroadand pan{ to relocate
er of the | thebranch. v portion  of its
Osage River to road.
the southern July 24,1876 | 18| 101| Declared forfejture
line of the State of all .unearned
in the direction and unpatented
of  Galveston lands. -~
'I;ni, in Texas,
with &
from Lawrence
by the valley of
s tosacis
VEer a
on the Atchi-
son, Topeksa
and Santa Fe
R. R. where
sald road inter-
sects the Neo-
sl.o0 River.
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1920. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 1391
improvements, together with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continued.
Miles of
road
L Miles of | Miles of | uneom-
Number of road road | pleted | Miles of
Date and ex-| Date of res- Estimated | acres certi- Length | Com- com- | atdate| road
uI}?trl- of defl- tent of it:rdaﬁmtot Hannuﬁ' of Cnndiﬁgnof m?ll" fled bzl ptarr ofroad gﬁm plgtt:'d entire m]acﬁ- Ramarks.
e location. emni restoration. nt. grant en 0 a road @
withdrawal. g e acres. June3s, |iomiles| "o | time | should Sllxjpt.fﬂ, a
1914. pre- pre- have 1500,
scribed. |scribed.| been
com-
pleted.
Definite lo-
S?thm: May 8, 1866,
eramen- y
to east 50 Xp\r 9
milﬁ Mar.
30th to0éth Apr.9,1868,
mile-post,
Oct.. 27,
1866,
g8th mile- | Apr.0,1868.
ﬂost to
iz Bend
Truckee
River,
Nov. 14,
Big Tend Jan. 20, 1888,
g Den an.
Truckee | andJan.29,
River to| 1868.
‘%{:lﬁs\:ﬁldt
ells, Apr.
3, lSB?.pr
Humboldt | Feb.27,18089.
Wells to
Weber
Sy 15,
a r
:ae.sl.'
Ge uta ral
route:
Snint. Io- July 9,1863..| No right of | None........ Practically | 261,841.51) 223,080.50; 100 100 None., None| None.| From Atchison to
ep indemnity, adjusted 1 lmth mila-post near
Reprtt't‘i“' g received
can River, \d
J u n o 2, bﬂmigmy
Probablc
route:
Big Blue | Mar.27,1867.
River to
Det: west
t
gl"stsou- g
ri River,
Mar, 16,
1867.
Definite lo-
cation: Mar. 15,1866,
Missouri
RivertoS.
9 "l‘ 58 R.
Bl
gsour unes, I
River to| June 353:
100thmile- | 1868, nnd
gat May I une 24,
Jan. -i 1868.. Feb. Tand | .. (. Y Creiees do. AL 4 do.......| 597,826.43] 42,610, 95 101, 77| 101.77] None.| None.| None| From Sioux City,
18, 1868, Iowa, to Fremont,
Nebr, Com any
received bonds for
101.77 miles.
Lawrenceto H 3 0 s | Bept. 8 1877.| By ordersof |..... d0,....-.| 485,545.09 o 249,446, 13 142, 8 142.8 | None.| None.] Nomne| The mileage here
north ecretary given covers the
boundary of the In- road from Lawrence
of Osage Jan.2 1358. terior and to the Southern
cede General boundsryotxmsa.s
lands Nov. Of- as the main
28,  1866; fice under ’hel.ween Leav-
fromthence act July 24, e.nwouh and Law-
to sow 1876, rence and the Waka-
boundary rusa Valley Branch
of Btate, were never located
Jan.?, 1868, nor _ constructed,
and the grant there-
for has been for-
feited.
& Includes 136.,93&.72
acres of the *Osage
Ceded Reservation,”
which are to be de-
ducted from the
above amount under
the decision of the
Bupreme Court in the
case of the Leaven-
worth, Lawrence and
Galveston Railroad
v. The United States
(92 U, 8., 733).




1392

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JANUARY 12,

Statement ehoeing Jand grants made by Cengress io aid 0 the eonstruction of raifronds, conals, end internal

Additional legislation affeeting but not |
increasing zrant,

%
g .
% | Dateof grant. Extentof | (Extent ofin- Grantesof |  Sobdivisionsef
g A kite w8 roud. in place.| demmity Nemits. Htate, - | (TSGR woroe | .
73 g . Date of act. | Object of act.
: 1 | :
2= "NE| &
: R 2|8
47 | Mar, 3,1863 12L!72 From the city of | Oddsections | Bame. On | Btate of | Atchison, To- | No subdivisions. | None........k]...|-...| None.....eeeve....
Au:htson wvia | for 10 sec- | each side of | Kansas. eka and/| Atchison, T |
eka, the| tions in| road. ta Fe R. | ka und Sunta 1
m tal of the on R. Co. R. R. Co.
Btate, to the | each side
i western line of | of road.
the State, in
he direction of
Fort Unionand
Santa Fe, 'N
1
1 1
| |
48 | Mar. 3.1803 | 12/772) Bramch of abeve |....ao...... W (R o Ll e s 8 Unim Pacific | No sub«lirlsim NODE . osuss Al None. . it
| -road from point Co., | Missouri, Kansas |
| “where sEme Boul.h ern md‘l‘ems Rwy. |
crasses the Neo- Branch,| Co |
sho River, down which, by
the Neoshn Val- change of
leg tothe pdut nam be-
ere the L., came the Mis-
| L.and G.R:R. » Kansas
enters said val- and  Texas
ley. Rwy. Co. |
48a) July 1,1564 | 18339 From Emperia|....sdo......| AT e B L e L s |
via Couneil |
Grovetoa t -
near Fort |
on the Bram |
quf{m Padific
48h| July 27,1806 | 141280 From at or near |....Mo...... Bame. Em- L Ll do..
I Fort Riley, braces both
Kans., down odd and even
the mlley ofthe sections. s
Neosho to the
soathern line of
Kansas.
i
| {
|
1
1
|
49 | May 5,1504 | 18| 66| Fram Portage | Oddsections| Twenty miles .| Portage, Win- | No subdivision. | June m,lsad 14| 360| Authorizing loca-
City, Berin, | for10miles | on each side nebago &nd Present owners, 1 tion of road so as
D Island | oneachside| ofroad. Superlor .| the | to cover points
or Fond do Lae, | of road. Centrsl R. R. Co. | in grant-
as the State Rosd | ing act. ete.
may determine, only from Port- | Apr. 90,1874 ] 18/ 28] Exten tim e
in a northwest- x;ye via Btevans‘ for completion of
e direction to road,
Bayfleld, Lhmoe Mar. 3,1875 | 18 511) Authorizing com-
to Su pan l.ozrtr t-
perlm- en
| road, |
: Sept. 29,1590 | 26/ 496| F t
- between Ashland
1 anid Superlor
City, W
-850 | May 5,1804 | 13{ 64| From St. Paul, |.....do...... = 1 ] Minnesota. ..| LakeSuperior | No subdivision. { July 13,1566 | 14| 93 Authorizing com-
. to the and lEies;ls- Present owners, mm makeup
head of Lake sippi R. R.| the Saint Paul ency of land
Buperior. Co. and Duiluth R. 30 miles of
! R. Co. | thn west line of
| July 13,1860 | 14, 07 Provlides for certi-
' | fication of lands, |
’ |




1920. | CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 1393

improvements, together with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continued.

Miles of
road
Miles of | Miles of | tmeom-
: Number of road road | pleted | Miles of
Dateand ex-| Date of res- Estimated | acrescertl- | y .y | Com- | coms |atdate| road
mtte location.|  tentof | [ORCUNS | restoration. | gt | eramtin | enteate | otroed | FRKS | Bfie | Tean | plesed |  Remarks
o location. on. gran gran &l
withdrawal. acres. | June o, Inmiles. | Yimg | time old e,
pre- pres Ve 1890,
scribed. | seribed.| been
com-
pleted.
Atchison to | Apr, 20, 1863,| Oct. 17,1883 | By order of | Practical 2,885,400. 43| 2,944, 788,14 460,35| 460.35| None, Nome. None,| From Atchison,
Emporia, | and Dec.30, tL: Beere- | adjus Kans., to western
Oct. 19, | 1868, taryofthe | but no bound: of State
1868, Interior. closed. near own of
Emporia to | Apr, 30,1863, Coolidge.
é‘-’ chitg. nnaga()ct.%,
ept. .| 1869,
IR&?.
Wichita to | Feb. 6_1871,
Fort Dodge,l Feb, 25
Jan. 30,| 1871, and
1871, Feb. 27,
1871.
Newtn to|Sept. 28,
27,23, 5W.,| 1871,
Sept. 28,
1871,
Mouth of | May 10,1872
Pawnee
Creek 'to
west line of
R. 2T 'W.,
Aproet 19
1872,
Seec. 15, 29, | July 10,1872,
27 W. to| and Apr,
Colorado | 13,1882,
"zis;mn's‘;."m
05 i
JunctionCity | Mar.23,1863,| Aug.17,1887 |.....do....... SN [ RS 1,121, 784. 18{ 76978, 503. 22| 182.5 180.5 None.] None.| None.| From Fort Riley to
to morth Apr. 30, southern bound-
boundary | 1883, and ary of Kansas.
Osage ceded| Mar., 19, 155, 155.35 None.] None,| None.| From the soathern
lands, Feb. 1867. boundary of Kan-
19, 1847, sas, through the
North bound-| Jan. 21, 1868, Imiian'l‘m‘rltu'yto
ary ol O the Red River,
eoded lands) near Preston, Tex
to south This road through
boundary of| Indian Territory
State, Jan. was not
(% ed ungsr thetcnm-
gran
ulvyM, 1866, but
under the 8th, 9th,
10th, and 11th sec-
tions of the act ol
State. 290), grant:
“ , gran
ing lands for the
and Neo-
sho Valley R. R.
Co., which act :ﬁ
a graa
said Territory
when the Indian
title i3  extin-
guished, provided
of the public
omain. o
amolu;ie{bﬁwg,mn
acres in Osage
Gl oy
on,"” w
ded
decision cited in
note a.
Nov. 10,1889.| Dec, 10, 1860,] Aug.15,1887 {..... d0.....--}....-d0.......| 1,232,562.24] 838, 227. 60! A1 248 9 23 84 | Completed from
and Feb. 2, via Btev-
1870. T'wen- . ens’ Point to Ash-
ty miles on - land, 257 miles, of
each side of [ which all but 9
road. . mih% between Sec.
21, T. 41 N, R. 1
W., and Sec. 11, T.
2N, R.2W., was
completed  wit
the time required
. Not const
to
City. For-
feited lands restor,
Jan. 16, 1891,
|Bept. 25,1966.| May 26,1864, |..... {+ " RSO e T, RN el B0y 034, 833,92 860,973.62)  154.42 154.42) None.] None.| None.| From Saint Paul to
and Nov. 2 Duluth. Twent
1866. Al three and a h&?
lands with- miles of this road,
in limits. extending from
Northern  Pacifie
Junection to Duluth
ated joinily with
)) Pa-
cific Rwy. Ca.
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Stirtement showing mmmu ‘Congresy to. wummq‘m cmnals, mn‘w

| Additional legislation aﬁecttng but not
inereasinz grant..

Subdivisions of
| grant and: present.
i owners..

£
B
= |
(=1
g
g
g
8
al

52 | May 12,1864 | 13)!72 Froma pointat |..... s SSRER ROE 0. = asatodi Aot oils McGregor | Construction  of |oeeeeisnananss B S e RN -.
. | or near the foot Western R. | road as follows: | I
of naiﬁ ?‘tmﬂ. g Co.; H%- Mc&ggtgﬂal— T i ‘
cGregpr, regor  an mar, e i
.| insaid State, in Sioux City Western Co, l&f }
| aumrlvdum- R. R. Co.;| mar: to A]g!ma
tiomr until it Hc(]rmsml Myl{n(}mgm‘anli
shall intersset Missouri Riv- issouri
the  said road er R. R, Co.; | Co.; Algona to
from Chicago, Mil- Bheldun by Chi-
| | Siowx City to waukee and o), Milwaukee
I the ' Minnosota Saint Paul and Baint Paul
| Btate line. Rwy. Co. Co. The latter i
. company is the |
| Ppresent owner. : '

,1865 | 130 504 Anthorizing com- ||

5% My 2,1868' 13856 From Missouri | Odd  sec- | Nont.....ev...] Burlington |...ovveeeennenn. No subdivision. | Mar. 3,
| | River, south of | tioms to and Mis- Present owners, | July 26,1866 | 14 367 _ to issne
£l | the mouth of | amount of souri River Chicago, Burling- | | X ies |
the Platte Riv- | ten sactions R. R. Co. ton and Quiney Granting rieht of |
| | er, to some | permileon R. R. Co. | way _-
i : point, not fur- | eachside of ! itary reservation, |
I | ther west than | road |Apr. 10,1869 | 16, 54 Authorizinz com- |
| the 100th merid- { pany toassign its |
I iq:‘: usl’ o lon- ! ttnI a com- |
El e, 10 con- i ny to be organ- ||
il | nect with the g& under  the |
h Union Pacific laws of Nehraska,
1 R. B. May 6,1870 | 18] 118 Authorizing change
i I of route an1 con-
! | nection v ith Un-

f ] ion Pacific R. R. |
_ i o Co. t
i | |
1 I |

[ | !
il |

1 i
| ‘ |

58 July: 2{186% | 13.865| From polut an | Oddsections| Thirty miles | Northern|{....... PP No subdivision. | May 7,1866 | 14 :ﬂsIExtendLr-hmefm |
i | Lake Superior, | to smount | inStatesand | Pacific R. Present owners, || commenei igand |
f ol inMinnesota er | of tén sec- | 5 miles in | R.Co. Northern Pacific | | | @ ]eti 17 road. |
i Hil ! Wisconsin, | tions per| Territoricson Rwy. Co. July 11,1868 | 15! 255 .....d0.....cocnn H
1 themee w, mile on | each side of Mar. 1,1869 | 15, 346 Authnrizinb com- |
I by mosteligible | eachisideof | road. | m to issue |
| ’““?i]g“éi‘ Pnd| B tat oand | 10,1800 | 16 57 Authorising |

on oan ) T. 7| Aul zing com-
with a branch | twenly in 4 r“’ ? y to estend ‘
s via the valldy | Territories. i b { | line from |
f of the@olumbis: ! ¥ M Portland, Oreg;, !
| ! River, to point ! | . |, | te Puget Bound, |
Al i at or near Port- . } e
i land, Oreg, May 31,1870 | 18} 375} Authorizing issoe |

! i 8ee jpint resolu- S of mortgage
i a tioni of May 31, ! bonds, changing
! : 1870, changing ! location of main

i ! route so as to | and branch line,

" authorize con- i extending indem-

! | struetion of | nltylimlte cte.

i i main line via - July 15,1870 | 16| 305 Proviso gen-
o | valley of Colum- i eral lmrnprim
i f bia River to ! tion act requir-
_l ; Tuget Sound ing company to
h F- B an ch line il pay wsr.s of "sur-

A across (Cascade ] .

e | Mountain. i | | Bept. 20,1800 264 tlidﬂna “gl!;l-lﬁi‘

i 1 { %Wuh and
k: e Oct. 1,1890 | 26/ 647 Fu- robief of b
\ f | on  second
! ! | lndumnit lands.
! i July 11,1898 | 30{ 620| Provides for the ;

1 I f ; adjusitment  of | -
ot | conflictingelaims '
| { a settlers and

the compony.
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fmprovements, fogether with data relative thereto, compiled from. the records of the General Lond O ffice—Continued.

Miles of
road
{ Miles of | Miles of | oneom-
Number of road road Miles of
Date and ex-| Date of res- Estimated | acres Length | G0m- com- |atdate| road
s entian, | tentof | fotationol | Mammecel | <5l 10 | et | ot Dt | Rnac | g | et Remarks.
ocation. on. grant. gran
withdrawal. e ‘acres, Junogo, |mmies. | Symg” | time | showma |Sept. 20,
1914, pre- pre- have
soribed. |seribed.| been
1 com-
pleted.

orderof | Adjusted | 279,437.16) <322,412.81 83. 16| 56.25 Nome. 26.91 28.91] Completed from Min-

and elosed. naesota boundary to
a connection with
Iowa Falls and
Bionx l:)f.t;1 (Tllinois
. Central) R. R. at

Lemars.

In the matter of the
adjustment of this

decisions

July 17,1867 | Aug. 26,1867 | May 23,1801 I:
t

EZ
=3
E

From Me- %u,m:l Deo. 15,1887 §..... do...... I‘rneticalby 1,285,150.83| 326,216.10{ 251 251 None, Nona Nome.| Completed from
1, 1804; adjusted, -

95N, 36 W.,| Oect. 24, but not L Calmar to a connec-
Aun » | 1884; Feb. closed.

. )
June 22,1865 | Feb. 3, 1868, | No right of |......c.evees--| Adjusted 2,361,08&.%(‘2,3?4,090.17 180. 75 190. 7! Nons. Ni None.| From Plattsmouth
b8 1866, | No sight of | \dusted j oy

1858, Mar, _tien, Nebr.
24, 1866, This t is one of
and Dee, quantity, f. e, ten
11, 1871, sections per mile on
each side of the road
and is not confinad
to lateral limits (U.
B.v. B.M.R.R.R.
Co., 98 U. B., 34).
The General Land
Office holds that the
company is entitled
i s
B3,
tﬁtﬁ of its rosd
er’s report to De-
ment of Feb. 13,
901. Case 8— )
d Excess paid for by
General com :
Mm‘gf: 1| Sept. 15, 1870 Aug. 15,1887 | By order of | Not adjusted|43, 159, 428. 04/35, 176, 619. 27| Wisconsin,
ou of | Sept. 15, ug. [ 2 3 £
AP lletnry of the : North Dakota
ver o
Wisconsin, Interior. Montana.
to Red Idaho.
River of Washington.
the North, Oregon.
Minneso
Aug. 13,
1870, e Cascade Branch,
Eastern|Sept. 2, ‘Washington.
boun 1870; Nowv. Main line as finally
of W 21, 18M; located and con-
lfngi ton| Feb. 10, structed  extends
Territory, | 1872; Feb. from Ashland, Wis.,
via valley | 14, 1872; to Wallula  June-
of Colum- | Bept. 20, tion, Wash., 1,741.48
bia River, | 1870; Feb, miles, and  from
to inter- | 9, 1872 and Portland, Oreg., to
national | Feb. = 14, Tacoma, Wash.,
un | 1872 142.40 miles, Com-
Asgg. 13, pleted from North-
1870, - ern  Pacific  June-
Through | Nov.7, 1870. tion, Minn., to Bis-
Minneso- marck, N. Dak.
1%00c:. 2, 4244 miles, and
1870. from Kalama to
Red Riyer | Mar. 30, Tacoma,  Wash,,
of the| 1872, Apr. 106.1 miles,
North to | 22, 1315; Road still uncom-
the mouth i\‘%’ 15, ted betwean
of theWal- ;  Oct. Vallula Junction,
la Walla ﬁr 1876; Wash.,, and Port-
River, v ! land, Oreg. Com-
Washing- | 1872, gany uses road of
ton, Feb. Asg: 15, regon Rwy., and
21, 1872, 1 Navigation Co. be-
tween said poings.
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Statement showing land grants made by Congress to aid in the construction of railroads, canals, and internal

Additional legislation affecting but not
increasinz grant.

- Enbdivisions of
Extent of | Extent of in- Grantee of

Date of grant. Route of road. lgrant in place.| demnitylimits. Grantee. Stato. grmtoand present ket

st ect of act.

Date of act.

Statutes.
Page

| Chronslogical number,

Statutes.
| Page

Mar. 2,1509 :m] 093| Authorizing the
company to re-
linquish land+ in
the Mount Rria-
ier Park and i‘a-
cifiec Forest Re-
sServe ar!ld se[e‘c_t
an equal quanti-
ty elsewhere.
Mar. 2,1901 | 31| 950! Extending the
provisions of the
act of 1898

May 17,1008 | 34| 197) Extending the

1 provisions of the
acts of 1898 and
1901.

July 10,1882 | 22| 157| Right of way
through Crow

Reservation.
Apr. 28,1904 | 33} 53%| Validating con-
forming

right of way.
Mar. 3,1905 1014] Vi gEComn-
m{mmfwmlng
right of way,
Spokane, Waszli.

=

sssssssnsralicalicefrarsnnne memmsmasan




1920. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

improvements, together with data relative Thereto, compiled from the records of the Generdl Lend Office—Continned.

i

.ox.| Data of res- : : certl-
Date of defi- Dattmg”u' tm'aifm of 1 j mm- ]é‘ﬁuﬂl et |1
nite Joeation. | —.pat Indmnity gran % {n miles.

General
route:
Lake Pend
d'Oreille,
Idaho, to
Tacoma,
Wash-
ington
(branch),
Ang. X,

18738,
Mouth of
Snake
River to
Tacoma,
Nov, 2,
1876,
T w [ n| Joly3, 1879,
Wells to
Tacoma, |
June 11,
1870,
Definite lo-
cation:
Junction
with Lake
Superior
alssippl
sissipp
Railroad
to
River of
the North

June 11, 1873

Jan. 21, 1874,

Nov,12,1814,
and June
30, 1875.

Aug.’23, 1880.]
to Little
Missouri
River,
.liuly 20,

880,
Little Mis-| Nov.20,1880,
souri Riv- | and Sept.
er to| 20, 1883,
mouth of
Glendive

25, 1850,
Wallula to | Nov.13,1880;
Spokane | Nov. A
Falls,Oct. | 1880; Nov.
4, 1880, 18, = 1880;
Aug. 18,
1881, and
Nov. 29,

1880.
Glendive | Bept.29,1883,
Creek to
Tongueo
River,
June 25,
1881.
Tongue | Oct. 8 183.
River to
Eastdarn
oundary
of Crow
Reserve,
June 25,
1881,
Through | Nov.14,1883;
CrowRe-| Juna
serve June
27, 1881,

d'Oreille,
Idaho,
Aug. 30,
1881.
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JANUARY 12,

Statement showing land granis made by Congress lo aid in the construction of railroads, cinals, and infernal

Imer

Date of grant,

Chrona'ozlealn

Statutes,

Page,

Route of road.

{grant in place.

Extent of

Extent of in-
¥ limits.

Grantee.

Grantee of
Btate,

Additional legislation affecting but not
increasing grant,

Bubdivisions of
grant and present

Date of act.

Statutes.

Page.

Object of act.

..................
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improvements, together with data relative therefo, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continued.

Miles of
Miles of | Miles of mlmmm
Lo = N’ummclﬂ road road pl:l?i‘:& Mlles of
Estima acres certi- com- | com- |a
Duisoliet| Siaate | bl | Mumcol | Cndtion ot et | Aeturont | LRG| pita { iy | entite | BRG] g
o v | res 5 A gran ented to within | after g :
withdrawal. Taiie! ‘acres, Junego, |inmiles.| S time | should ‘%ﬁﬂ'
1914, pre- pre- have 5
seribed. | scribed.
com-
: pleted.
[' Definite
ion:

Last croas- | June 8, 1883,
une
Yellow-| 90,1883,

1882,

Little| July30,183,
and July

River to | 31, 1883,

Reserve,
July 6, .
1882,
Junction | Jan. 5, 183;
with Lake| June 18,
E];i&)erior 183, Oct,

Mis- | 11, 183,
sissippiR.| Jan. &,
R.in Min- | 183, June

mouoth of I?;{?? 1888,

882,

Through | SBept 25,1884,
Flathead | and Jan.
Reserveto| 7, 1888,

mouth of
Missoula
River,
June 8,

1883.
I nlt[né Feb. 3, 1887,

t a
Ashland,
Wis., west
50 miles,
Nov. 24,

1884,

Yakima to | Jan. 6, 1885;
Afns-| Jan.
worth, | 1%5 san
June 29, Jon. 8,

1881, 1885,
Yakima to | Jan. 6, 1885;
Yakima Inn.
Rivernear| 1885, an
Bwauk| Jan. 8
l.;:[roo k, | 1885.

ay M4,
1884,
'Pacomnto Nov.28,1884,
South| and Dec.
Prairie, | 1,1884.
?lsr 20
8 o ut h| NoviRI8st,
Prairie to | and Dec.
Eaglo| 1,184
Gorge,
Bept. 3,
1
Yakima | Jan. . 1888
River near
Swauk

k to
near Eagle
Gorge,
Dec. 8,
1884,

LIX—89
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Statement showing lend grants made by Congress fo aid in the construction of railroads, canals, and internal

Chronological number.

Additional legislation affecting but got
inereasing grant.
Bubdivisions of
Extent of | Extent ofin- Grantee of v
Date of grant. Route of road., t in place. | demnity limits. Grantes. State. grant and pl:ﬁent
g Date of act. § Object of act.
Bla s
: -
z2 3k
July 4,1866 | 14| 87} From Houston, | Odd sections | T'wenty miles | Minnesota...| Southern Min- | No subdivisions. | July 13,1866 | 14| 7] Pr::wldlng for cer-
3 Minn,, to west- | to amount | en each side nesota R. R. | Present owners, % ‘| “tification of lands,
ern boundary of | of five sec- | of road. Co. Bouthern Minne- eto.

Btate. tions per sota Rwy. Ex- | Bept. 20,1890 | 26| 408| Forleiting  grant)
mile on tension Co, betwean Houston
eachside of and R )
road. M

July 4,1866 | 14| 87| From Hastings, |..... 7 ot o A0 weealO..c....| Hastings, | No subdivision. | July 13,1866 | 14| 97| Providing for cer-
: boundary 1ol ﬁiaﬁldr Ea.un,:, rand ‘ R o A
on S i) an

State. & the Nu’?grnn Dakota R. R.Co. v

1t is understood
that the charter
of this company
has been an-
nulled by daci-
sion of Supreme
Court of Minne-
sﬁ.nta:.iu(?ee 21 L
10/ From Elwood, | Odd ssctions ... 0.cneeen..|Stateof Kan- |, .oveeeeenenn. No  subdivision, | None......... A P et il
Fly A0 A Kans,  west: | within 10 sas for use Present owner of
wardly, via | milesofline and t lands not known
Marysville to | ofroad. of Baint Jo- to General Land
on _ with seph e]
nion Pacific Denver
R. B. Co. City R. R
Co.
ul 1 Fro 044 sections milea | California |...oememaccaan.. N bdivision. | June 25,1868 | 15| 80| Extending time
oy ED‘ le Central | to amount ?ﬁkwmh gide ::dOregoo n mo nu‘ owners, :] iuxroomp tion of

Pacific R. R.| of ten sec- | ofroad. R. E. Co. Central Pacifio road.

Co. in the Bac- | tloms per Rwy. Co. Apr. 10,1869 | 1| 47 Froviding for sale

famento Val- | mils ol} ff ;m&n k;o f.“;..

ey, Californis, | eathsideo ualse , ©

toynorthbound-

ary of Btate,




1920. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

1401

improvements, together with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continued.

Miles of
road
. . Skt M%:i of Hlor uncom-
um/ r r pleted | Miles of
Date and ex-| Date of res- Estimated | acres certi- Length com- com- | atdate | road
itouieh | et | e | Mot |Congimor| el | Bce | SAGH | ot | st | S| | e
ni i ¥ on. grant, gran enl al leted.
withdrawal. | s, acces. | Jume 30, Inmiles. | “ime | time should J&m,
= pre- pre- Vo
seribed. |scribed.| been
com-
pleted.

Gen :.: al
route:

Houstonto | Aug. 23,1866 May 22,1801.) By order of | Practically | 1,571,250.11]  457,757.45 279.37 149.35 130.02( 130.02) None.| Completed from
western the Becre- sdjuste Houston to Winne-
boumn: tary of the | but no bago City within
of B Interior. c]osed time required, and
i\g 1, !‘{?:n thence to

. on  western

Definite lo- ol State
cation: after that time.

aefélﬂli'gi Apr. 26,1867, Road edmb? élgid

.87, operat. -
to Sec. 20, cago, l(ilwnukee
T.119, R and Paul
46, Dec. Rw Co (Bees
10, 1866, inion of Attorne

Fec. 21, T. Apr.26,1867. eral, Nov. 20,
104, K. 37, 1879, 16 UEF. 307,
to Sec. 2 relative to failure
ITS.ID%, . :?n'itmct ‘llmtl“ng

, Dec. original on
e 30, | Apr.26,1867

A pr.26, .

103, k. 1%,

to Sec. 22,

T.104, R.

8, Feb, 11,

1867,

Houstonto | Apr.20, 1867,
e dr
Feb, 11,

Selcmi T. | May 17,1871

e . | May 3
104, R.39,| Al fands
to west | withinlim-
line of | its.
State,

General :I'ujym ms. e s 00se 4 wme IET 7 T i e, oS 1,250,528.78{ 377,776.15  202.1 74 128.1 128.1 | None.| Extends from Has-

route July s&r tings to Ortonville

11, 1866, | 1 A on western bound-

Definitelo- | lands in ary of State. Com-

%Ila;gune lim:tsnf leted frmnm;:!nm.-

N grant, to ece
within time
quired. Rond
by Chicagy M

y €ago.
wankee, and Saint
Paul Rwy. Co.
l;gcoh 28, | Apr. 8,1870 | Dec.15,1887 |..... (. [ ERSUERES do.......| 1,350,381.03] 462,033.24] 226 226 None| None| None., Extends from EIl-
innminn with Bur-
ington and is-
souri River R. R.at
Hastings, Nebr.
operated b Q:il;a%
¥y =
Joseph_and Grand
Island R. R. Co.
(See decision of Su-
preme Court in case
of Van Wyck ».
Knevals, 106 U. 8.,
360.)

Gen Ec ral
route:

Roeville | Oct. 29,1867, Aug.15,1887.|..... e M Ao 3,266,728, 55/ 3,154,904.16) 304 152 152 152 None.| From Jum:ﬁnn with
to Ealt Central Pacific R.
Creek, R. nt Roseville,
t’ggt 13, Cal., }unc'um

with Omm and

Definite lo- California R. R.
cation: Oregon State ?lm

Chico to | Oct. 61871, Comple from
Sesma, Roseville to Red-
Sept. 6, ding within time re-
1871. quired. But 192

Fesma to | Aug.25,1871. miles have been ac-
north cepted by president.
line of T.

46 N.,
5W., M
T
ug. 7, -
871.
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Bleiement showing land gronts made by Congress to aid in the construclion of raifroads, eanals, and internal

Additionsl legislation affecting but not
increasing grant,

5 Bubdivisions of
Gl Extent of | Extent of in- “Grantes of
3 Date of grant, Route ol road. erant in place.| demnity limits. Grantee. State. grant ami3 r::mt
o . Dato ofact. | . Object of act.
5 £
- 2 g
2lg -
: 3E 3|2
w m | &~
L e rty [N e Y [ i e At rs oA MU s et L b e rata st bl s AR i Bl i sageru)
50 | July 28,1868 | 14/230] From Portland, | Odd sections| Thirty miles| Oregon Con- |....ccvaecneanns No subdivision. | June 25,1868 | 15 20 Extending +time
Oreg.,tosouth | to amount| woneach side| tralR.R. Present owners, for completion
bmména of | .of ten sec-| of road. ‘Co., 8 com- | o and Cali- of road.
O con-| tions per ‘dos- R.R.Co. | Apr. 10,1860 | 1f 47| Providing for sale
with Cali- | mileoneach by of lands to ac-
fornia and | sideof road. legisla- tnal Jote.
Oregon R. R. turewl Apr. 30,1008 | 35 571) Aut suit
Oregon. to forlcit gramt,
Aung. 20,1912 | 37| 320| Authorizing com-
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improvemenis, together with data relgtive thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continned.

Dato of defi-
nite location,

Date and ex-
tent of
withdrawal.

Date of res-

toration of

indemnity
lan

Condition ol
grant.

Number of
acres certi-
fied or pat-
ented to
June 30,
1914,

Length
v
in miles.

Miles of
road

Comi-

pre-

Miles of
com-
3

seribed. scrpir;d

Miles of
I

road
should
ve

com-
plated.

Definite
eation:
North iine
of T. 48
T
.}, to
norihern
bound-
ary of
Califor-
nia, Aog.
30, 1884,
Constructed
road:

lo-

oad:
Junetion
with C.
P.R.R.,
to Chico,
fept. —,

1571,
Chico to
97,8 mile
t, Jan.

Bec. 5, 30
B.. 5 W,
and show-
ing amend-
ed line from
station 1154,
in Sec. 23,
208.,5W.,
to station
1320x50,
Bec. 6,30 8.,
5W. Apr.
8§, 1882, re-
turne:d to
socretary
with raport,
and re-
eaived back

station
2376x50, T,
318.,7W.,
Apr. 6,1552;
other notes
same &s

Fob. 09,1885,

Apr. 81871,
Oct. 6, 1871.
Fob. 25, 1576,

June 10,1578,

Jen. 21, 1870,

Apr, 7, 1870,
aad July 12;
1570,

Mar, 31, 1871,

July 5, 1853.
Ll

| July 5, 1883,

July 5, 1853,

Tuly 5, 1883,

Aug. 15,1887,

By order of
the ‘Secre-
tary of the |
Interior,

Practicall
adjuste
but nof
closad.

3,821,901, 80

2,765, 677. 10

360

163

183

None,,

Extends from Ports
Iani, Orez., to junc-
tion with Califernia
and Orezon R. R. at
California Stateline,
Completed from
Portlan: to Rosze-
burg within time
required. Road be-
tween Ashland and
State lino, 40 miles,
has not besn ac-
cepled by president.
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Statement showing land grants made by Congress to aid in the construction of railroads, canals, and internal

Additional legislation affecting but not
increas! s

,§: ing grant.
g Ext Subdivisions of
7 Date of grant. Route of road. gnntin;tﬂ:foe. dmgum?—m. Granteo. Gm“ grant and present
i 3 Date of act. g Object of act.
s
Els Ele
N L 3|2
o ek 0 et R R A 5 g A o e A B T T T T Y wasleccilessnsensanen B
;
60 | July 27.1866 | 14/292) From States of | Odd sec-| 30 miles in | Atlanticand |.....ccevevnerzn In Missourl t| Apr. 21,1871 | 17| Anthorl -
Missouri and | tionstothe | Btatesand 50 | FPaecific R. is owned b; m:t it L:m
tothe | amount of | milesin Ter- | R. Co. Louis Ban lfa road.

»| 20 sections | ritories on Francisco R. R.| July 6, 1886 | 24 123| Forfeiting grant
with braneh | permileon | each side of Co.; balance is te uncom-
from Canadian | eachsideof | road. owned by the toad.
River,east-| r o a d Bants Fé c| Mar. 3, 1807 | 20/ rights o1

{o west- through R. R.Co. purchasers under
it | o o AT
of near Van| tions Apr, A
Buren. m i :WZ June 27,1902 | 32| An{ioﬁ"nm Banta

through i . Fé Pacific Co. to
States. sell or lease its
property

:;-d es,

Apr. 28, 1004 | 23| Relief of small-

holding settlers




. 4
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improvemends, together with data reiative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land O fice—Continued.
Miles of
: T
Miles of | Miles of | uncom-
Number of road road I;,l?it:t}a Miles of
Date of res- Estimated | acres certi- Lengt com- com- | & I
Date of defi- DRioant e it e i mﬁ?ﬁd LA e ofread el ek el B e Remarks
nite location. | _ ./ & restora i 8 grant: T + a g oted. 3
withdrawal, e acres. Junezo, |Dmmiles.| o | thme | shouwld t. 20,
1914. pre- pre- have 1890.
bed. |scribed.| been
! com-
pleted.

21,80 B S BRI . L et i fas A s T fe s O TP [P LoDy 7o P YT eerin s e S e p et T e el Extends from Port-
wW., to X land, Oreg., to june-
south line tion with California
of 32,378, and Oregon R. R.
1W, July at California State
3,13&. line. Completed

Bouth line | Oct. 27,1853, from Portland to
ol 32,37 8., Roseburg within
1 W., to time required.
east line of Road between Ash-
25,30 8,1 land and State line,
E., Sept. o, 40 , has not
1883, been accepted by

38 8., 1| Oet.27,1883. president.
., to morth
T
w2 E.
Aug. 21883,
0 8., 2| Dec. 19,1881,
E. to south-

ern bound-
ary of State,
in Bec 13,

T, 418, R.
vy ARy

18, 1884, .

Springfield, | Feb.14,1867, | Aug.13,1887. Bﬂy order of | Not ad - |14,530,804. 69 4,365,970.04)..........[.coo.....d ... .0 .| Mainline.

Mo., to| and Apr. ecretary | justed. : 0 Bl Missouri.
west  line | 30, 1867. of the In- 355 36 Indian Territory.
of State, teriar. 200 |leesaiianafioiioold LT
Dec. 17, 416 1 New Mexico.

E 383 %3 Arizaona.

Missouri| Nove. (- B PR R e B 686 California.

State line

to King- 2,120 125 600 2,004 1,404
fisher 3
Creek, In- Branch f{rom Van
dian Terri- Buren, Ark., to
tory, Dec. main fine in valley
2, 1871. of Canadian River.
Van Buren, | Mar. 3, 1872.  fll P Pl 5 5 Atkansas.

Ark., to 205 O Py PR 205 295 Indian Territory.

Cann&inn

River, 1 Pl S R 300 300

Indian ! The mileage here

Territory given is that of said
branch}, road as orlgirml]y
ec.2,1571. located from Spring-

Point _ last | Nane. field, Mo., to Ban
named to Francisco, Cal., and
junction® from Van Buren,
with Ark., to main line.
main line Road was complet-
&brnnch!, ed from Springfield,

“ob.7,1872. Mo., to Vinita, Ind.

K[ngt{sher None. Ter., within time
Creek to required; from Vini-
castern ta 50 miles west-
boundary wardly, and from
of New Isieta, N. Mex., to
Mexico, the Colorade River
Feb.7,1872, after that time. (See
Through | May 8, 1872. forfeiting act, July
New Mex- - 6, 1886; alsodecision
ico, Mar. of Department, 4
12, 1872. L. D,, 458.)
Through | May17,1872.

Arizona, %

Mar, 12,
1872,

San Fran- | Apr.22,1872,
eisco. ta
Ban Mi-
guel Mis-
tlon, Mar.

12, 1872,

Western line | Apr. 22, 1872,
Los Ango-

les Connty
toT. 7T N.;

R.TE, 8.
B. M., Mar.
12, 1872,

Ban Miguel | Nov.23, 1874,

to
weslern

line Los
Angeles
County,

Adg. 15
872,

- Nov.23,1874.
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Statement showing land grants mede by Congress to aid in the construction of railroads, canals, and internal

Additional legislation affecting but not
increasing grant.

.E
Bubdivisions of
= Extent of | Extent of in- Grantes of
3 Date of grant. Route of road. grant in place.| demnity limits. Crantee, State, gran:andm:esanz
‘Ee. r Date of act, | . Object of act.
: P il
= Sl e
= o
8 1 2l
61 | July 27,1866 | 14/202| Fromconnection | Odd sec- | 30 miles in | Southern f............. ««.| No subdivision. | July 25,1868 | 15| 17| Extending time
with Atlanti tionstothe | Etatesand 50 | Pacific R. Present owner, for completion of
and PacificR.R.| amount of | milesinTer- | R. Co. i original grantee, road.
Co.neareastern | 20 sections | ritorieson June 28,1870 | 16/ 382 Authorizing com-
boundary of | permileon | each side of mtﬂmﬂsmwt
California to | eachsideof | road and receive
Ban Francisco. road patents along the
through designated route
'Ierritorﬁss indicated by map
and 10 sec- flled 'in General
tions r Land Office Jan,
m i e 3, 1867,
through - Sept. 29,1890 | 26 498) Forfeits grant be-
States. tween Alcalde
&E Tres Pinos,
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improvements, dngether with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Ofize—Continned.

Date of defi- | P2
nite location. withdra

Dateo of res-
msuon of
lands,

Manner of
restoration.

Number of
Estimated
Condition of area of

grant. in

acres.

Miles of
road

pleted
within

Miles of
road

Com-
pleted
after
time
pre-

Remarks.

General
te:

=g
e
By

%

Zo=:
e G

BE
e

.%

g
3»!‘:“5
Ruoges

=z
Rt

.w%. Bo™
TR S

2z
g
g s = 5 - Rodind -
S B st R R s
ERghopd RN

—
=
-
e,
-

&8,

O
mE %
K

Rre
Mo
oxk

et
o o
wr B
88 8

RECE
el 85k
EHz 2o

1877.

b
)
&

o
)

Mar. 22, 1867

Sept. 12,1871

Dee. 13, 1871

Aug. 30,1873

Nov. 27,1874

Oct. 26, 1875

Aug.8,9,1876

Mar. 13,1877

Do.

June 13, 1878,

Aug. 15,1887

By order of

retary

of the Inte-
rior.

Not adjusted| 4,968, 006.10] 3, 678, 540.83

E
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JANUARY 12,

Btaiement showing land grants made by Congress fo aid in the construction of railrozis, canals, and internal

Additional Jegislation affacting but not
increasing grant.

o
g
g Subdivisions of
= Extent of | Extent of in- Granteo of
— | Pate of grent. Route of road. Grantee. grant and present
a3 {grent in place,| demnity limits, Btato. i .
B : Dateaf bok-1f 4 Object of act.
2 8
g Bl Blg
& 32 32
~ LR
Pt el ol g LU [P PR Pt ek F R e I S T e e S | B e LR R T e et PR e e
2| May 4,1570 | 18 From Porlland | Twent y | Twenty - five | Oregon Cen- |......oocuua.... No subdivision. | Jan. 31,1885 | 23| 208 Declaring forfeit-
5 to Astoria,and | mileson| mileson tpjmi. R. Present owner, - are of all lands
from a sujtable | eachsideof [* each side of | Co. Orezon and Cali- coterminous with
Fom: of june-| road. Odd | road. fornia R. R. Co. unmu:';{ﬂeted
near For- | sections. tions of road and
est Grovetothe not within grant
Yambhill River, for completed
pear MeMinn- partion.
ville.
€3 | Mar. 3,187 | 16573 From a point at | Oddsestions| Thirty miles | Southern e T T T R L e e A
ornear Tehach- | within 20| on eich side | Pacific R. Present owner,
apa Pass, via| miles on | ofroad. R. Ca, original grantee.
Los es, | eachsideof
Cal., to the| road.
Texas Pacific
R. R.at ornear
the Colorado
River.
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Date of defi-
nite location.

Date and ex-
tent of
withdrawal.

Date of res-
toration of
ty

Manner of
restoration.

Condition of
grant.

Estimated
area of

acres.

Length

in miles.

Miles of
road

com-
pleted
within

pre-
seribed

Miles of
road

com-
pleted

after

time

re-
s:ﬁbel‘l.

Miles of
road
uneom-

p

ot date
entire
road

should
have
been

pleted.

Miles of
road
uneom-
g;d t. 29,
oo,

Remarks,

February 2
1872, from
Caster

gmn__uz
ggwéﬁfg“
pERL.RREE

mm
=1,

szr‘
39016
< o
% P

o
Bt

o
Bl e,

-

Fogd
gﬁ?p
& =

- -

Wnﬁ.....
e
m

g8,
LR

eRedrgmens
53:'.‘";.....‘”': W
F2E e, KA

fr
i?sz

g
Bt
wp e,

s
F=
3

m
=

by I
o

mmf
3

f s

= 3'!'3.'.-
EFG

FERE TR
? o H H -
ety

July 14, 1871.

Apr. 24,1872,
1lands

within

limits.

Apr. 21,1871,

Sept. 17,1574,

Dec. 20,1875,

Ang. 19,1876,

Apr. 98,1878,

Aug. 15,1887

By order of
e
of
Interior,
issued un-

der forfeit-
ing act,

By order of

tao f th
ry of the

Interior,

Practically
adjusted,
but not
closed.

Notadjusted.|

397, 602. 18

4,044,050.54

128, 618.13

1,451,281. 08|

1.5

346.97

47.5

346.97]

None,

o7

None.

Completed from
P, ve B2

rove, to Me-
Minnville within
time required,
Grant for remain-
der of road lorfeited,

From Mojave,
via Los 'l&h:

es
Colorado ver at
Yuma,
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Statement showing land grants made by Congress lo wid in the construction of railroads, canals, and Internal

Additional legislation affecting but not
inereasing grant.

: Extentof | Extent ofin- Grantee of | Bubdivisions of
— | Date of grant. Route of road, t in place.| demnity limits. Grantes. Stato. grant anid n.menr.
-gn | Dateofact. | . Object of act,
g £ &
2 & 2
- il 32
64] Mar. 3,1571 | 16{573| From New Or- | Oddsections| Thirty miles | New Orleans,|.........c......| No subdivisions. | Feb, 1887 | 24 301| Comfirms t of
¢ ; leans to Baton | within 20 | eneachside| Baton New Orleans P'a- ;. Mar, 3, jsn for
Rouge, and | miles on| eiroad. Rouge and cific R. R. N, 0., B. . &
thence by way | eachsideof Vicks burg V. R. R. Co, to
of AZG:&H{!&; road. E. R. New  Orleans.
to cannect w Pacifie Com
the Texas Pp- 1 wmpan&
cific Railroad pg:mwr
at the eastern and
terminus. ‘White Castloand
8h , for-
feits all east of
river and o
tween New Or-
il?t?s:hs anid I}Yhit.a
'astle, an
tects actual %:ta:
tlers,

Apr. 14,1880 | 29| 91 | For reliel of sot-
tlers on lands in
indemnity Hmits.

i ) R R RtV vessssssasnans]insrssannsnnnsleinisinsensisbsailosecnsanvervesssrvanlasannsnnssneny e A R e S e Bl Ay ]

Nore.—The act of June 22, 1874 (18 Stat., 194), provides for the relinquishment by railroad companies in favor of settlers of lands granted ta them, with right of selection

in lien of lands relinguished.
Note.—The act of Scpt. 29, 1800 (26 Stat., 490), for{eited all railroad granis opposite unconstructed roads.
FORFEITED RAILROAD GRANTS,
1 | June 20,1854 mlaozl From southern | Oddsections| Fifteen miles | Territory of | Minnesotaand|.....cceieeacaannn. Aug. 4,1854 | 10| 575 Repealing grami-
lingof Territory | within 6| on each side | Minnesata. | Northwestern| ing aet.
between ranges | miles  of | ofroad. R. R. Co.
9 and 17 via | road.
Bgint Paul to
eastern line of
Territory in di-
rection of Lake
T 3,1856 | 11f 17 Prons Fvton ¢ do d
2 | Juny 3,185 rom Elyton to |..... b O e ey
June 3,186 | 11/ 17| Pr dfmn?hfz‘ié, do do State ot ata- || known. o TJuly 10,1886 | 24| 140l Declaring - fa:f "=
3 [ Juna 3, Tg;., mpsw- ..... v ralesmin e [T Genoral Land [[---=======ssesasas uly 10, ture of .
venson, Ala. . Office.
4 | Jum» 3,188 | 11} 18 From New Or-|.....do......|..... do.....-.-| Stote ol . 0. ceeeefecrnnisnnsnnian .| July 10,1886 | 24 2401..... ol LA
] leans to Missis- oulsiapa.
sippi State line
in' direction of
Jackson.
5| Anz. 11,1856 | 11| 30| From Tuscaloosa| Bama. Even|.....do........| State of Mis-
to the Moblle | ssctions. siasippi.
and Ohio R. R.
61 Ang. 11,1856 | 11| 30] From Mobile to |-.... [+ e Pl P Ao Btate of AR S 0 S e v G July 10,1886 | 24| 140).....d0, . cunsrannns
New Orlzans. yan] il;!é&
sissi]
Lou wli]a’na
tespcctl\'ci_\'
7| Mar. 3,1857 | 11 10| From the Chat- | Same. Odd |..... do........| BtatoofAla-{..... T e ) e T e July 19,1886 | 24| 140]..... oo AT
tahoochee River| sectioms. bama.
to Mobile, with |
branch  from
Eufaula to
umtg‘omml'cyio " .
8| July 4,1865 | 14) 83| From Pilot b{ Oddssctions.] Twenty miles | Btate of Mis- | Balnt Louis |...coeveiiiiiinnnnns June 28,1884 23] /6l id0n cac s iian
to southern | within 10| on each side | souri. and Iron
boundary of | miles. of road. ountain R.
Missouri. R. Co.
9| July 4,1506 | 14 From southern |..... 7 { TS ey 017, oo Biste'oliAt= |'Blata . pover oot o L U el L s
terminus of kansas, availed itself
above road to of this grant.
Jul £66 a4 F]:rloml"-:.ﬂ;:zl;t Ten secti b f Placervillo A 15, 187 8 29| Declaring .Imi
10 | Juiy 13,1 14} o onsy Nome.......... | T =l Apr. 15,1874 | 1 ] orfei-
Placerville, Cal. | per mile on and Bacra- ture of grant.
each side of mento Val-
road. ley R. R. Col
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improvements, together with dala relative therelo, compiled from the records of the General Land O ffice—Cantinued.

Miles of
road
3 Miles of | Miles df | uncom-
Date of rea- Estimated mﬁ;t?{ e %:]:lt:tde Hughof
3 f - com- com- | & T
Eanction {Ppaiol | mmimat | Mumstl |Omiltonof| amtel - foadocyar | PG | phvat | et | s foseon | g
E 8 a T etod. :
withdrawal. | =0 gs. "nares, Juno3o, |mmiles.! e | ‘time | shomld %m,
10 havg L
seribed. |scribed.| been
com-
pleted
General
meg: Nov.20,1871;| Oct.15,1883.| B [| Practically | 2,745, 954. 22| 1,001,783
aton ov. i - order o ra 221 1 783.27) 260 None.| 260 280 None. cage
lsilriuga to 3 - tL Onm-r ad justed, st ke 1!:13\'31'3 {?ﬁ ﬂ‘:ﬁ
r%\;;- xt':g:%mn but not White Castle to
oo Now: mﬁom closed. Shreveport. Com-
New Or- | Mar. 27,1873 P ey il
A% 27, . surrendered all its
Baton b mwﬂlltli‘ -
gn%uglas, . ] l tle and New Or-
1873. g lsﬂumshssq’ uently  de-
Deflinitelo- | Oct. 15,1883, | Aug. 15,1887.| By order of ]
%ﬂmi%?. iy the cuhs_red mIIGrMb
. , tary of the
ll:fgg. 17, Interior.
Tessraiemassasfeesasiiataaais e T CEPP PP e Rt oeernnaanee...1158,203,376.54 lle.ﬁlz,m.&il 21,510.24] 14, 184. 13| 4,514.24] 7,326. 11| 2,811.87)
FORFEITED RAILROAD GRANTS,

NOns. ...~} JUIv 15,1854 100,90, 1854 .| By order of Lcvocerciicria]innminiiiniciansioivinnalonersamadeicin s, ) PPPY SRR AT it See decislon of Su-
iﬂﬁ’ Tands ommis- 3 remeé Court iof
withinumsup- isioner of nited States in
e - General case of Rice vs. Rail-

i Land Office, road Co. (1 Black,
360), sustaining re-
peuﬁngsct.

une 10,1856, % .

o | B |t Eeeely

NONC.oscaens - cnealli ceeralisanssamananialianasasisnsanfanansannnsans vamaseveifsassan 3 an

¥ - |[ along Mem- e g D] e e 2 IO 2R ST R e =] Blut road gmored

. since war of v

NODB.caennan uﬁimﬁ?; July 27,1857 .1..... B e e e ain s d sk o faims s e w o s ma LS N n e T T E R R P LT P I Y
withirdt
5 e
uglts.

None........| Aug.15,1836,] None.... SIS ISR, P S e ENCCE R S —— S —— I I . Withdrawal ignored
:rl{ tlinid: » sines war of 1861,
Tt

ts.

NONO:.orsena] KPr. 21,1857, | JNONB.eevrnes]omsemnanememes Soemanessdses|sntm e et halianmanssnness|ursassunanfasnninsana T SR S
All fands 2
wi'thiﬁ
& e
Tirelts,

Apr. 23,1870, A;ﬁ?ﬁilﬂ?ﬂ. Mar. 24, 1885. :Bg urd’g-l%{ .............. e IR 07.84 20 .84 T84 None.
within sionerof .
limits General

Land Of-
fice under
an;mtmg

Nunhiv o cob N feavaaesiiassiatons b5 A o R PYTTPPrR RN AP I T ewinaannn

June 26,1867 . June 26,1571, | ApL. 27,1874, ). o rvncena]eecrnersnnsnaclonnnsannsasanlonns o e e B e ST e
o S T R iR G ey S et e R T IO RN e e Y T
29, 1807,

All Tands
within 20
miles.




1412 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE,

Statement showing land grants made by Congress to aid in the construction of railroads, canals, and internal
FORFEITED RAILROAD GRANTS—Continued,

JANUARY 12,

Additional legislation affecting but not
increasing grant.

Bubdivisions of
Extent of | Extent of in- Grantee of
Date of grant, Route ql road. grant in place.| demnity limits. Grantee. State. gmntoand pl_uent

Date ofact. | . Object of act.

Chronological number,
Btatutes,

Page,

Btatutes

Page.

11 | July 25,1866 | 14/236) From eastern | Same. Odd | Twenty miles | Stateof Kan-| Kansas and | No subdivisions. | Mar, 3,1877 | 19| 404 ngsections
terminus  of | sections. on each side | sas. Neosho Val- | Present owner of 1,2,3,4,and 5of
Union Pacifie of road. leyR.R.Co. | road,KansasCity, granting act, se-
R. R. on a line Fort Scott and curing rights of

GullR. R. Co. settlers and re.
and Missourl, leasing company
southwardly. from obligations.

eastern
tier of counties
Jaristion with. o
on with a
railroad in
course of con-
struction at or
near Preston, in
Texas.

12 | Mar. 2,1867 | 14548 I:m&pﬁmnf_g Ftilw BO0= loeiei R S&nhman_d ..... R B e T LY A e June 15,1874 | 18} 72 Deelal;tng ftorfult-
o Copperopolis, | tions ure of grant.
Cal. m]leona?eg R. E.Co.

side of road.

13 | Mar. 3,1871 | 16/573| From at or near | Twenty sec- | Fifty mileson | Texas Pa- [..... SR AN S Marshall, Tex., to | May 2,1872 | 17| 59| Changing name of
Marshall, Tex., | tions = per | each side of | cific R. R. El Paso, Tex., company to “ The
to El Paso; | mileoneach| road in Ter- | Co. Texas and Pacific Texasand Pacific
thence by the | sideinTer- | ritories and Rwy. Co. Railwny Com-
most directand | ritoriesand | thirty in " authoriz-
practicableroute| teninState| Stateof Cali- B::ésueo[bmds
to San Diego, | of Califor- | fornia. and extending
Cal. nia. :ll.me fur comple-

on.

Teénsagg Pnciﬂgi June 22,1874 ls’ 197| Relative to mort-

wy.Coassign gage.
t from El | Feb. 28,1885 | 23| 337 Declaring grant for- |
. to Colorado feited to the |

River to _the United Btates, |

Southern Paci- and restoring

fie R. R. com- lands to public
ﬁnies of New domain,
exico and Ari-

lorado River
to San Diego
Los Angelesand
San Diego R.
Co. (See Senate
Ex. Doc. No. 27,
45th Ooi;g.,ﬂrsi
on.
14 | Junc 3,185 | 11| 2I) From Ontona- | Oddsections| Odd sections | State of | Ontonagon | No subdivision. | Mar. 2,188 | 251008 Forfeiting grant
, Mich., to| within 6| within 15| Michigan. and Brule| No change of o te uncon-
Wisconsin | miles of | miles of River R. R.| ownershi portion
State line. road. road. Co. known to of road.
office.
15 | June 13,1856 | 11 17| From near Gads-|..... ol s do........| StateofAla- | Coosa and | From Gadsden | Sept. 20,1800 | 26/ 406 Declaring [lorfei-
den to some bama. ttoogaR.| through Chat- ture of grant.
t on the R. Co. tooga Valley to
labama and Georgia Siate
Mlssiaslpﬂ line. No com-
State line pany claiming
d of grant is known
the Mobile and 1o General Land
o R. R. Office.
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improvements, together with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continued,

FORFEITED RAILEOAD GEANTS—Continuad,

Miles of
Miles of | Mil I o
s 0! es.of | uncom-
Number of road road | pleted Mrﬂug%af
Date and ex-| Date of res- Estimated | acres certi- Length | Gom- com- | at date T
o loention. | demtol | BEREES | eotomtion. | e | emmih | "edgnBe” | ofroad | Dleted | pleted | entits | 'R | pomarks
@ location. oration, grant. gran/ en 0 wil after i -
withdrawal. lands. i acres. Jumne 30, in miles. time time | should | = £. 29,
1014, pre- pre- have 2
seribed. | seribed.
com-
pleted.
June 27, 1888.} Jume12, 1809, | Dec. 28, 1878. B{hurder OF |oocspnnaens e foonannnnenis 526,94 160 160 None.l .................. Read in Indian Ter-
and Oct. @ Secre- - rim;{ybnllt by Mis-
19, 1869, taryof the Kansas and
All lands Interior. Texas Rwy.
within 20 (see road No. 45).
miles of This eompany re-
road. ceive(l _A)n ents [or
acres of
l.aud all of which
was rucnnvnyud to
the United States
Apr. 28, 1877, under
act of Aar, 3. 1877,
except 520.04 acres,
for which it paid
into the United
Btates Tr
$1,408.80, the
amount realized
fromthe sale of said
526.94 acres
Oct. 18,1867.| June 3,1871, | July9,1874. | By order of J.....eeseseeccenernsnsnnnns].s R O T s (e
and Oct. Com mi s-
20, 1867. sioner of
All lands General
within 20 Land Of-
miles of fice under
road, forfeiting
General E.eﬁt.n,mn, Indemnity|.............. Lecsoapsnsnancs]essonsnassvacficasansonnanal (1,453 705 None,| 778 778 | Completed road ex-
route; El lands no tends from Mar-
Paso,Tex.,| 1871, and thdrawn. shall, Tex., to junc-
to San Di- Nov. 22, Grantoed tion with the Gal-
ego, Cal., 1571.Grant- T~ veston, Harrisburg
Sept. 2, ed limits Mar, and San Antonio
187L only. 17 and R. R. at Bierra
Apr. 4, Blanca, about 90
. miles east of El
Paso. No portion
of the road in any
land-grant State or
Territory has been
completed.
Nov. 30,1857 | Ma; wﬁw, Junel5,1868.| B orderiol.’ Ceomemisarss o snbinonyan el B4, 227,08 ki1 None. 20 75 55
mm
within sioner’ of
ts. the Gen-
eral Land
Office,
Bept.20,1858. June19,1856,| No  with- |.....cccuee.. PR e —— 3.5 None.| Nome. 3.5 87.5 | From Gadsden to
Feb. drawal of Georgia State line.
1857, All| indemnity
landswith-| lands has
in 15-mile been rec-
ts. ognized
since the
war of 1861
............................ R e P amm] 1, 835.0(1 W.&!.l 008.34| 870,50
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JANUARY 12,

Statement showing land granis made by Congress {0 aid in the construction of railroads, canals, and internal

CANAL GRANTS,
Grantee of State presen
3 Date of grant, Object of grant. Extent of grant., Grantee, = m“l'md .
8
Els
-
1| Mar. 2,1827 | 4236 To aid in openlng a mnsl to unite at | A quantity oflands equal to one-halfof | State of Indiana........... General Land Office dealt en-
navigable points the waters of the | five sections in width on each side of tirely with 8 ustm
‘Wabash River with those of L&ke Erie. | canal. of ,{nt_ Sasuinad; i
lo| May 20,1830 | 44100.....d0..ccccciriiironsencarcansannsians Granting 20,528.78 acres to be selected |... .. d0...cecevunrrnnenansn Vs Pt Sl ol I\ i S
in lieu of a like quantity theretofore
disposed of by the United States,
1b| Feb. 27,1841 | 5414 Bame asabove, but relating to that mrt Quan!lty ;’iqual to one-hall of five sec- |..... (A e e R S T P T ety L e S
of canal between Tippecanoe Creek th on each side of canal
Terre Haute. betweeu points named, with right to
select other landsin lieu of those dis-
20,1842 | 5(542 In aid of that part of canal covered by | A hmothyumélnitﬂgt;gs“m do
Ic| Aug. 29,1 cov ¥ uthorizing selection of 24,219.14 acTes |.....d0..cccvicueinianannaafoanss L S S e bR el
S act of 1827, inlieuo[laudswveredby]{hmi
lm 1 Indian Reservation,
1d| Mar. 38,1845 | 5 To aid in exten and completing the | One moiety of the lands remaining un- |..... 0 e s v S e L i 02 s s A asa s e R R AR
Wabash and Erie Canal from Terre | sold inastrip 5milesin width on each
Hauteto the Ohio River at Evansville. | side of canal, together with one moiety
of all other unappropriated lands in
09,1848 | 9219 F. tire length of canal bove d Athteh&nnd q?’&"&‘gﬁeﬁ it do
1¢| Ma; 1 or entire as above de- | Au a B quantity |.....d0...cccieiennennennns worpeOlisasasnnesssnsapannnnnanys
i scribed. of land wﬁch tnget.her with the land
already received , will make the full
amount (‘ﬂual to one-half of five sec-
tions in width on each side of canal.
]
|
|
|
|
2 | Mar, 2,1827 | 4236) To aid in o] a canal to unite at | A quantity ofland toone-halfof |..... B0 a s X S e e i | State of Ohio, by Joint resclution
% navigahle pp%lnrilng the waters of the | five sections in width on each side of of State ofo'lnd approved
Wabash River with those of Lake Erie | canal. Feb. 1, 1834,
(so far as the same is in the State of
Ohio).
2al J L D e vib s b drapde s Gttt Authorizing State of Ohio to select a | State of Ohio....... A £ e O S A
g % t 2 mntity of lands equal to the quan-
tity of lands included in above t
| previously sold by the United 8
|
2b} Aug. 31,1852 | 10143 .. ... e e fection 3, authorizing adjustment |..... AN
5 g | 7 upon tha'prl,uolples wﬁl verned
the adjustment of the grant to Indi-
ana under the act of May 19, 1848,
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improvements, together with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continued.
CANAL GRANTS.

Additional legislation affecting but not increasing

Date of act. Object.

Btatutes.
| Page.

Date and extent of
withdrawal.

Number
of acres
certified in
satisfac-
tion of
grant.

Date of restoration of
surplus lands.

Mar. 26,1824 47| Authorizing State to locate
canal to connect the naviga-
tion of the rivers Wabash and
Miami of Lake Erle, and grant-
ing right of wa 00 feet in width
on each side of canal.

Mar. 26,1824 Aunthorizing State tolocate canal
to connect thena on of the
rivast:;& an gaml o‘{
of way 90 feet in s\:ili}th ogneech

sma n i,malth State of

305 n 4, aul o
Indiana and con-

vey grant to 8 of Ohio.

May 24,1828

Mar. 2,1855 Gonnrmisf selections made for
| benefit of canal.

LIX—90

[ SR S

sesssssBessnasssEERER e

1, 480, 408. 871

Not known. Grant has
been treated as satis-
and closed.

205, 815. 45

(Thel of the canal from the OhloState

line to Evansville, Ind., as shown bme

official maps on ﬁle in the General d

Office, is as follows

From the Ohio State ljna to 'l‘erm
aate... = 225 miles.

...................... 369 mi

A map showing the location of the mnal
from the Ohja State line to the mouth

Creek ap to have bm

in the Geni .Land Office with

Iutr.er from D. Burr, prasident of Board of
Commissioners, dated Oct. 9, 1829, but

tl;lﬁlms can not now be found in the files
of the

4 The map nw on file ahowing the location

of the canal from the Ohio State line to
Terre Haute was received in the General
Land Office with letter from Hon.Thomas
H. B]ake. dated Dee. 25, 1848,
Thema showing the location of the canal
B‘nuto to _Evansville was
meeived in the General Land Office with
letter from James H. Whitcomb, Esq.,
dated Dee, 29, 1845,

In the final ndinstmmt of the grant under
thewtons-ﬂl,wmfhm:he General Land
Omceappears tohave construed (Ep])-
ing unlyw that rtor[theaamtwhl
betw o Btate line and

Haute, the State was allowed five swtlons

per mile tor cach mile of canal between

said
In ad Itwasheldt.hatmthasctni
1524

canal is a grant not
o{theh.ndbut.ol an easement th and
tee of the

easemen

out of the
sy

was entitled to lnndlm,

-4

;ppears to have been allowed to select ona
moiety of the unappropriated lands with-
5 m.tleisni.n wlﬂth on each ﬂdﬁ 05
, and, in addition, one moiet
ted lands in the Vin-

cennes district. letter o!Comm.isaiuner

General Land Office to Secretary of tha

thereo!
Office with letter from the governor of
Ohio dated June 11, 1834,
Is
E of

'I'hngmntwauads::s s{m
t to Indiana for the bashsndErl.e

which governed the
between the Ohio State line and
Terre Haute. See letter from Commis-
Land Office
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CANAL GRANTS—continued.
:
.g Date of grant, Object of grant. Extent of grant. Grantee. Grantee of E“Wm;’rﬂﬂd present
3 gl
£ e
(5] @ |
3 | Man, 1827 | 4 To aid in g a canal te unite the %nnum of land to one-half of | State of IIHneis. ......... .} General Land Office
3 waters of the Ilinois River with those ve me{lona in ﬂoﬁm each side of t.lm{y with Bmhiuadjmu:tiﬁn:n’;
of Lake Michigan. canal, of grant,
3af Aug. 20,1842 | 5542..... (e R A Authorizing Btate to select 5,760 acres |, ... .« Lo ot It iy g 8 I e
inlieuaiee:utnlandsmfnviomlydls- v
posed of by the United States
3h| Aug. 3,1854 | 10344].. ... - 7 AP NI TAY, el I 4 Aulhnrlzi.ng State to select balance of |.... do........... S A4 Apn FE AR e o .
due, the tity to be aseer-
tnlned upon !‘mm les which
governed the s:ran State of
May 24,1528 305! To aid i ding the Miami Canal C{:;inauntm It;ﬂm:féms Btate of Ohig, General L
4 ¥ =4, N exven e ¥ equa ve sec- | Sia asssssansanas) GO and O 1
from Da; to the Manmee River at e‘}d th on each side of said tirely with ‘ir.amminde:dt]:g:
the mouth of the Auglaize River. ment of grant.
4o Apr. 2,1830 | 4308, (R A¥caagsyesia nanesen Authaorizi nﬁ te toselect other lands
WL !Ell:,slf;l of lands sold by the United
Ang: 31 o WY~ oy L oo e R Section 3, ai thod:in% adjustment u
i s ) ;'&m":m gran I.nd.iat:
e to
under the acy of May 19, 1848,
def Mar. 32,1885 R R A S e e e Confirmed selegtions made by State.
5| May 24,1838 Sec. 5. To aid in the construction of | Five hundred thousand acres, 10 e |...oe@0iueieinnennrrninnnnsoeeen@0i iy aieeannanns o
| canals in the 8tate of Ohuo, selwemad from lands subject to priva{e
6| June 18,1838 [ 5 To aid in m canal u unite the | All unnppmgrmad lands in sections | Territoryand Stateof Wis- | Milwankee and Rock River
waters of Lake Michigan, at Milwau- | d umbers, within | comsin.” Grant to vestin | Canal Co.
keo.mt.hthouomock River, between tho readth of five rull sections, taken | State when admitted in-
the point of intersecti in north and so1ih or east and west | tothe Union.
river, of the lne du-trl t tiers on each side of canal.
seven and t, and the
kanonpg,
714 1552 | 10y 35! To aid in mﬁ’ucﬂm of a ship-canal | Seven hundred and fifty thousand | State of Michigan ..| General Land Office dealt en-
S, . around the f1lis of Lthe St. Mary’s River. | acres, to beselected from publiclands tirely with Btate in a:justment
in tha State of Michigan, subject to of grant,
8| Mar 3,185 | 1359 To aid in c:::gtmction of preakwater ‘IPwo hnm thousand acres, to be |..... B A sk e o wa e Portage Lake and Lake Superior
and harber and ship-canal th.mua} 5 selected from public lands In odd sec- Bhip-Canal Co,, now the Lake
m&:}lmﬂa upon the l'Il!tk tions, subject rivate entry, near- rior Bhip:Canal Railway
| o as *“The Portage.” est the location of the canal. il 5 c{mn Co.
Tuly 1808 | 14 81l....do..... s v A R Ak Tk e 0 hundred th: i | AP A o Ak P e T S b e s s
- % ’ tion to land ted by act of 1865—
150,000 acres to be selected from odd,
and 50 ,000 Imn! even sections in upper
penlnsul.a of Michi to which right
of pm;gml.ion or estead has not
Apr. 10,1886 | 14/ 30! To nid in construction of breakwater | Two hundred thousand acres, to boese- | Btate of Wisconsin. ....... Sturgeon Bay and Lake Michi
il Kinssin and harbor and ship-canal to connect | lected from Iia lands in odd sec- gan Ship-Canal and Harbor Co.
the waters of Green Bay with those of | tions, subject to private entry, near-
Lake Michigan. est the location of the canal
I 1866 | 14} 80¢ Toaid in the construction of a ship-canal | One hundred thousand acres, to ha se~ | Btate of Michigan.........| Lee La Belle Harbor Improve-
g bt to connect Ahe waters of esp or | lected from odd-numbered sec- ment Co.
with the lake known as Lag La ﬁomnm«tmhmtiunolthamnal
to which the dgtll'. of pre-emption or
2 homestead has not attached.
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improvements, together with data relative thereto, compiled from the records of the General Land Office—Continued.
CANAL GRANTE—continuned

Additional legislation nl‘l’er.;ﬂng but not increasing
grant.
Number
of acres
Date and extent of Date of restoration of certified in Remarks,
withdrawal. surplus lands, satisfac- '
g Object. tion of
Date ofact. |+ g g grant.
2|9
| B
Mar. 30,1822 | 3659 A Biate tosurvey and | NoDe........cccovcensasnralussmsansananssnsassnsnnnanns Length ol’caml from Tllinols River, near
7 locate and granting right to Lake Michigan at Chicago i3
of way 90 feet in width on each ‘llJl miles, Ma olmmlﬂ.ledinﬂmral
glde of same. Office, with letter from governor of .
Mar. 2,1833 | 40602| Authorizing Btate to nse lands |.........ceccumees i el a e A e et e S B ph s Illinu}s dated Dec, 25, 1829,
e of omatrving & rattioud L VR A
of col 8 s gran
of a canal, and extend- 324,282. 741 the State of for the Wabash and
et e el and Terre Haute B;;"" moﬁi?\shgalga
.............. tesfessssncsastansonnssnasccsssanansslinncnstssnsacasannannannsnciliiioincarasncansaanssnnnnaen rre Han o & 5
E and letter of ner ‘}sGeunrai
Land Office to governor of Ulinois, under
date or.&ug 24, 1854, vol. 40, Mis, Rec.,
Mar. 2,1833 | 4/662 Ext time for completion.| Sept. 28, 1528, Flve miles | Jan. 6, 1845....cccccnannaes 438,301. 32| Leng-th of canal from Dayton to the Mau-
Feb. 18,1905 | 33721 Gmﬁéﬁ?ﬁnﬂx flooded ‘I]ur'm a:fz side of Auglaize i mee River Daﬂmoe (mouth of Auglaize
ervolr purposes, Rimﬁ-umil.s head toits Riv&r% is m 63 mil
mouth, ¢ Ma ﬂcxli.nomemllmmlomoewlth
letter from Bamuel Forrer, Engineer,
dated May 10, 1833,
the ad.lnstmen: of this grant the State
m o0 select a quantity eqml to
of thn area of the lands wi
miles of the , am, to :!T' 96? 5?
acres. Bee etter from om.mlmianer
General Land Office to Becretary of the
Innterllt:rrigmwdats of l[gy 17, 1851 (lﬁsc
£ec. vol Smwgs
mply of.l'une 17 lég’l In addition to the
a) in the State selected
- 333, ?5 acres, which selections were con-
ioo:o0r 18 firmed by the act of Mar. 2, 1855,
Mar, 3,1847 | 9178 Provid.l.ngythnz labilities in- J;gﬁs 1838, mdaept 11, | Apr. 20, 1840, m:ws.wi of canal filed in General Isnd Office,
curred by Territory shall be outside fixed Hmii.s and letter rmm governor of Territory.
paid and : by Btate, pmbahleilmlts even sections _ within ﬁateﬂ May 16, 1839,
and that even-numbered sec- thoselimits, the Istter at The State having failed to construct the
tions line of canal shall $2.50 per acre, canal, the lands were treated as having
be sold atm stslzmah].lmiru]a;:'r;tjlaumlr 290, revet{edtga ﬂv?ng mtedmsmm?mmsm
ice as other c ol sold acres,
ga ni Bta{g. lands thns sold were
May 20,1848 | 9233 ...do....... e PR b e n cent fund, at the rate of fﬁ'ﬁ
remmnlnz , amounti f.n 13,554
acres, were to the Internal Im-
t. 4, 13; Seo
nions Atto IQYM
(50 .5?4},&!!186;1: 13, 1
July 1,1&4 131413| Provi that the lands sold 'I‘ijnint rasolutiun of July 1, 1864, how-
by the State should be ever, provided that the lands sold by the
wheu}glpgeentﬂmd,at Etate;thntg?be IHB]:;MS%M
rate of §1. fund rate ol acre, and that
. thnhtswthﬁdhem:ed'wﬂhtha
amount ed towards the cost
of selling and constructing the
None. PHS B T ot O Mg T L A S B NODB.c:connssnssnssnssiveclonsnanansnn senssansasss] 150,143,038
Apr. 10,1869 | 1 ..| May 20, 1865. All lands | Junae 15, 1868, BSee notice m,om.m’ Act of 1865, 100,000.88 acros,
. 2,1871 | 1 ve..do .| inodd-numberad sec! No. 721. Dec. 22, 1874; Act ol 1866, 200,081.27 acres.
Mar. 27,1872 | 17| 44].." a in upper Fonmmhwm .7, 1879, mp of in General Land Offica
Mar. 3,1873 | 17/627]... do of range 21 W. and north milis 1865. Length of canal is about 2,25
of town. 40 N. For a full statement relative to the
grants for this canal, see lotter from Com-
missicner General Land Office to Secretary
of the Interior dated June 9, 1886, Annual
Report General Land Office, 1886, p. 318.
Mar. 1,1872 | 17| E:tandlngtimaforml&ﬂon L e P R S I 199, 630. 98! Map sh the location of canal
Mar. 7,1874 1&% S R R < d Offics, m,g,&?&ﬁ
htm ‘t&mm tho r isconsin
%IEES %ﬁ‘ﬂ PhilatusSawyarﬂlsdn
shawingurologumorﬁgg; .
according to map o
Iﬁnfbtgutlum:es scoording to map of
1873, about 1.30 mi
Noms......... S T [ Ferveurvare e sebnss «-o| July 14, 1868. All odd- | June 5, 1874. Notice No. 100, 011. 67 of canal, about saven-sighths of a
numbomdmﬁfﬁln up- | 752
per{)anh:suhu chigan
west of range 15 W.
T B Lt [T L o I S e «,m,ass.azl
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RIVER IMPROVEMENT GRANTS,

2b) Mar, 3,1858

Aug. 8,156

3a| July 12,1582

Thae improvement of the navigation of

the Des Moines Eiver.

Extended grant from Raccoon Fork to
north boundary

ol Btate, for improve-
ment of the river, and to aid {n the con-
struction of & railroad along the river

]
=
% Date of grant. Object of grant. Lxtont of grant, Grantee o!Staterand present
. g BiS
§ 2
1| May 128 | 4 To aid in the improvement of the Mus- | Four hundred thousand acres of re- | State of Alabama..........| Oeneral Land Offica dealt
= cle Bhoals and Colbert Shoals in the | linquished lands in the counties of tiraly with Htatolnad,iustm:;:

! Tennossee River and such other son, Morgan, Limestone, Law- of grant.

of said river within the State of Ala- | Tence, Franklin, snd Lauderdalo, in

bama as the laturo of said Stats | the State of Alabama.

E- direct; m%mtto%m

improvement o Coosa, Ca-

hawha, and Black Warrior Rivers.

2 | Aug. 1846 [ 0i 83} To aid in the navigation of | A quantity of land equal to one-half of | Territory of Wisconsin; t | Fox and Wiseansin Improv
) % wl the Fox Wisconsin Riwﬁ in the | thresseclionsin width oneach sideof | bocome ment Company, Srica
Territory of Wisconsin, and of con- | the Fox River and the lakes thr iseonsin
the camal to unite the said | which it passes,from its mouth to when admitted into the
riversat or near “ The Portage.” t where the enters | Union.
he same, and on side of said
canal from one stream to the other.

Z2a! Auz. 3,185 | 10845 .....do....... S e E A Authorizing ustment upon the

the act of May 9, 1848
Dec’

An equal
each side of the river,

s ssssssssssssEssssssssassRssanRaRRneS o

principles which governed the adjust-
ment of tho grant to Indiana under

‘aring that it was the intention of
the act of Ang. 3, 1854, to give to the
State a quantity of land equoal, mile
for mile of its improvements, to that
m}nted to Indiana under act of May

1 of aliernate sections
of land in a strip 5 miles in width on

tasansllinssssnnsssssnsnasas

0dd sections within 5 miles ol river...

General Land OfMice dealt en-
tirely with State in adjustment
of grant.

DesMoines Navigationand R, R,
Valley

Ca.
R. R, Co.
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tmprovements, together with data relative thereto, compiled from (he records of the General Land Office—Continued.
RIVER GRANTs—continued.
Additional legislation affecting but not increasing
grant.
Number
and extent of Date of restoration of u‘xlﬁsh
: N atwar - surplus lands, satisfac- Remarks.
Dato otact. |§| Object. it
i2
s
Apr. M,1830 | 4307 Extonding time for completion..] NoDB. .. cviessireasssnsasderssssisinnssssssssnsnanas 400, 016. 19|
Feb, 12,1831 | 4}441] wm w‘;mm
July 16,1832 | 4/604 m&uwmz
y y o .
Mar. 2,1833 | 4663 iﬁumgﬁe
June 23,1836 | 5| 57] Am%&m of Alabama
Ma, 1548 Pt!.;e"ll mmw“?ﬁi Aug. B, 1846, Iands within | Nov. 7, 1859; Nov, 14, 1850; 683, 722, 43) In the t of the ofllll&,ll
v ®, sold | 3 miles; Ape. §, 1855, mo- noticé No. 648~ amen the act of Ang. 3, 1854, the
at the same tice No. all lands State to have allowed a
within 5 miles. &umuty of land equal to full see-

Mar. 2,15848 | 0352 Confirming oertain

T 09,1858 | 11/313 tate’s selections of
une Confirming

Mar. 12,1867 | 15| 20| Extending time for complation.

N P T e E e A Sy b o S

Not known. Grant has | 1,161,513.69 The act of 1848 did not
18, been treated assatis- lar
and closed. the odd.

eourt wals
1849 reserved the lands, and that the
of 1882 had the effect to to the State
all the land she claimed under
the act of 1846, above Raccoon

.............. 2,245,252.31] coon Forks 321,422.33 acres,

RECAPITULATION—RAILROADS.

Miles of road
Number of acres Miles of read Ailes of road oo eted
area or pat- | Leongth of road, oted completed at date entire Miles of road
grant, i1 aeres. | ented to June in miles. withia e after time road should ancomplated
30, 1914, prescribed. prescribed have been - 29, 1800
completed.
Adjusted and closed. ..ooeiiciciniiiian. 17,077, 864. 91 16,281, 843, 97 4,718, &4 3,754 554, 863, 91 871,51
Practically adjusted, but not closed....... 40,1235, 145. 81 34,066, 837, 8, 580. 36| 6,530, 1,836.1 1,740. 421.99
Not adfusted......cccincncsnaermmmasnass 91,880, 726. 12| 68, 163, 539. B, 211. 44} 3,589, 2,003, 4,621, 2,018.37
Totals. . 158,203, 735. 118, 51!,101.&‘1 21, 519, 24] 1, mml 4.51&211 7,926.11 2,811.87
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CONDITIONS IN THE UKRAINRE (8. DOC. NO. 176).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States, which was
read, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and ordered to be printed:

T'o the Senate:

I transmit herewith a report from the Secretary of State,
in response to the resolution adopted by the Senate on Decem-
ber 16 (calendar day December 20), 1919, requesting the
State Department to transmit to the Senate such information
as may be available, not inconsistent with the public interest,
showing the actual condition in the Ukraine with respect to
the treatment of members of the Jewish race.

Wooprow WILSON.

TaE WHITE HOUSE,

12 January, 1920.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED.

H. R.11368. An act making appropriations for the current
and contingent expenses of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, for
fulfilling treaty stipulations with wvarious Indian tribes, and
for other purposes, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921,
was read .twice by its title and referred to the Committee on
"Indian Affairs.

LUDWIG C. A. K. MARTENS.

Mr. MOSES. I offer the resolution which I send to the
desk, and ask unanimous consent for its present consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read.

The resolution (8. Res. 277) was read, as follows:

Resolved, That the subcommittee of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions acting under the resolution of the Benate (8. Res. 263) agreed
to on the calendar day of December 20, 1919, be, and hereby is, em-
powered to employ counsel,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection to the pres-
ent consideration of the resolution?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mpr. President, before consent is given,
I should like to have some explanation as to why counsel
seems to be required.

Mr. MMOSES. Mr. President, the subcommittee acting under
the authority of the resolution cited held its first meeting
this morning and discovered that the mass of material in-
volved in the investigation which the Senate has already
ordered is so great that mo Senator could possibly give his
attention to it without wholly neglecting every other duty
which he owes to the Senate and to his constituents; and in
order that there might be an orderly presentation of the case
before the committee it was the unanimous opinion of the
Senators attending the hearing this morning that this authority
should be asked for.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. What sort of material Is it that is be-
fore the committee? Can the Senator give us an idea?

Mr. MOSES. We have received memoranda of various sorts
making various suggestions with reference to the subpcenaing
of witnesses, and in a measure as to the sources from which
information bearing upon this investigation may be drawn, to
such a number and to such an extent that, as I have said, it
would be impossible for any member of the committee to look
it over even cursorily if he expected to do anything else. It
was strongly the opinion of the Senators who were present
this morning that if a real investigation was to be had along
the lines of the resolution the committee should be aided by
counsel,

Mr. HITCHCOCE. Mr. President, it seems to me that if
counsel are to be employed the Department of Justice should
be asked to detail a man for that purpose. I am a good deal
opposed to authorizing a committee of the Senate, under cir-
cumstances like these, to employ counsel to sid it. I can
hardly conceive of a set of circumstances which would justify
it. I suggest to the Senator that In the case of the investiga-
tion made by the Judiciary Committee along similar lines, and
of equal importance, that course was taken. The Department
of Justice was asked to detail a man for that purpose.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I am acting under the authority
of the subcommittee in presenting this resolution, and so far
as I am concerned I would rather have it encounter the opposi-
tion of the Senator from Nebraska by his refusal to unanimous
consent for its consideration than to accept the suggestion which
‘he has made. The committee feels that if it is to have counsel
it should have counsel of its own choosing, in order that it
'might guide the course of the investigation, rather than to
have it guided by any counsel who might be thrust upon it by
detail from any department of the administration,

I say this without reference to the personality of whoever
might be designated by the Department of Justice to assist the

committee, and I say it further because there are certain trails
which have already opened up in connection with certain docu-
ments already submitted to the committee which would indi-
cate that it would be inconvenient and perhaps embarrassing
if some agency of the Department of Justice were designated to
direct the course of the committee so far as counsel went: and
the committee feels that it should be wholly independent with
reference to its counsel if the Senate is to give it authority to
have counsel.

I will only add that if the Senate does not give the committee
authority to employ counsel, as is suggested by this resolution,
there will be many vacancies on the committee, because those
members of the committee who were present this morning feel
exactly as I have said—that they can not have an orderly and
a4 proper investigation along the lines of the resolution unless
they are assisted by counsel, and they firmly feel that that
counsel should be of their own selection.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President, had the Senator from Ne-
braska concluded?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I was merely reserving tlie right to ob-
ject. I shall be glad to yield to the Senator.

Mr. KENYON. I should like to ask the Senator from New
Hampshire if Mr. Martens is not represented by counsel >

Mr. MOSES. He is. One of his counsel appeared this morn-
ing, and It was represented to the committee that he had been
unable yet to get in proper touch with other counsel whom he
expects to have to assist him before the committee; and it
was in accordance with that information that the continuance
of the hearing was had.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President, I want to urge the Senator
from Nebraska not to object. The matter is not without prece-
dent. In the Lorimer investigation, counsel were employed.
It became absolutely essential. The members of the committee
could not give to that work the time that otherwise would
have been required. I have gone into this matter enough to
know that the investigation will amount to nothing if there
is no counsel. It is absolutely impossible for the members of
that committee to give to it the consideration which they
should, and the investigation might just as well be abandoned
if there is to be no counsel. It will not get anywhere,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr, President, for this morning I think
I shall object, but I shall be glad to talk the matter over with
the Senator.

Mr. MOSES. Then I ask that the resolution be referred to
the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses
of the Senate,

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, if I may be permitted to
make a suggestion, I was named by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations as a member of this subcommittee,
and I was obliged this morning to ask to be relieved of that
duty because of my engagements on the conference committee
on the railroad legislation ; but I share the view of the Senator
from New Hampshire that counsel ought to be appointed. I
think I realize the tremendousness of the questions which will
be presented to the subcommittee.

The suggestion has been made that the Department of Jus-
tice could send a representative to appear on behalf of the
Senate. Of course that is possible. I do not know whether that
would embarrass the Department of Justice or not. The
papers indicate that the Department of Justice has been having
under consideration certain procedure. As a lawyer, I think I
can understand why the Department of Justice at this time
might be somewhat embarrassed if they were to go into this
investigation, which might proceed along entirely different
lines, and might be more comprehensive than any investigation
that the Department of Justice may see fit to make, For that
reason it seems to me that the committee could serve the Senate
very much better if they were aided by some lawyer who could
act independently of the Department of Justice, and I hope that
view will prevail in the end.

The VIOCE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection to the pres-
ent consideration of the resolution?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I object, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Chair thinks this resolution
should go to the Commitiee to Audit and Control the Contin-
gent Expenses of the Senate.

Mr. MOSHES. I asked, when the objection was made, that it
be referred to that committee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That order will be made.

PAY OF OFFICERS AND MEN OF COAST GUARD.

Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of Senate joint resolution 102, The object of the joint
resolution is to have the officers and men of the Coast Guard
Service who were attached to the Navy during the war but
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have now been detached given the same salaries that officers
and men in the Navy are receiving.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr, President, I do not intend or desire
to interpose an objection, but I should like to ask the Senator
from Minnesota a question. The Senator probably knows that
on the calendar there is a bill (8. 3383) providing for an increase
in the pay of the officers and men of the Army, Navy, Marine
Corps, Coast Guard, and Public Health Service, all under one
bill reported from the Committee on Military Affairs. I merely
wanted to ask the Senator from Minnesota if this bill for the
consideration of which he now asks unanimous consent would,
if enacted into law, have any effect upon the pay of the men in
the Coast Guard Service?

Mr. NELSON. Why, they would get the same pay that they
got in the Navy.

Mr. SMOOT. It would be an increase of pay.

Mr. NELSON. The Coast Guard was an independent service
prior to the war. During the war they were atiached to the
Navy, and they cooperated with it and were getting the Navy
pay. Since then they have been detached from the Navy and
their pay is less, and they simply ask to get the same pay in the
‘(Mast Guard Service—which is the old Revenue Cutter Service—
98 in the Navy.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then perhaps this will be the case: If
the joint resolution is passed, nnd is followed by the passage of a
general pay increase, the Coast Guard officers would get the same
increase in pay as the naval officers?

Mr, NELSON. They would.

Mr, WADSWORTH. Having been placed upon the same hasis
as naval officers by the Senator’s joint resolution?

Mr. NELSON. Yes.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I merely wanted to have that clear in
my own mind, because there is another bill on the calendar
affecting pay.

Mr. KING. I would like to ask the Senator a question. I
see by the press that some committee—I presume the Naval
Affairs Committee—has recommended an increase of from 30 to
50 per cent in the compensation of certain persons in the Navy.
I am not sure whether it extends only to the seamen or whether
it includes the officers of the Navy. If that bill should become a
law, then I presume if the joint resolution the Senator is asking
the consideration of now should be enacted into law, automat-
ically they would receive the same 80 or 50 per cent increase
which is granted by the measure to which I have just referred.

Mr. NELSON. That is true; but I can see no reasen why they
should not. Their work is as difficult and hazardous in time of
peace as that of the Navy. Whether that bill will pass or not
I can not say. That is another question.

Afr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator whether or not
persons compeient to judge, and by that I mean naval officers
and officials of the Treasury Department, who have had cogni-
zance of the activitles of the Coast Guard Service, feel that the
services bear such a relation to each other in importance as to
require the snme compensation in the two departments?

Mr. NELSON. They certainly do. The head of the depart-
ment, as well as the head of the service, feel that they are en-
titled to as much compensation as officers in the Navy in time
of peace, and from my own knowledge of the duties performed
by the Coast Guard I have no doubt of it at all. They are on
active duty late and early, all the time, patrolling our coasts.
They are as busy as they can be, and they perform as efficient
duty s those in the Navy in time of peace.

Mr. KING. Mzr. President I shall not object to the considera-
tion of the joint resolution. I understand that an amendment
which I shall offer will be agreed to. But I take this oecasion
to express the view that in my opinion the services are so dis-
similar as to call for different pay. I see no reason why an
employee of the Coast Guard Service whether officer or seaman,
if that is the proper term, should receive the same compensation
as men in the Navy, who are called upon to leave their homes
for months at a time and go to foreign ports and to meet the
hazards and responsibilities that are incident to naval service.
However, if the Senate believes that the services call for the
same compensation, I shall not object to the consideration of the
Jjoint resolution. I think it is unwise and improper legislation.

The joint resolution was considered as in Committee of the
Whole and was read, as follows:

Resoleed, efe., That commissioned officers, warrant officers, and pet
officers and other enlisted men of the United States Coast Guard s.hatﬁ
receive the same pay and allowances a8 are now or may hereafter be
prescribed for corresponding grades or ratings and len g of service in
the Navy: Provided, That nothing herein contained shail operate to re-
duce the pn{ or allowances that would have been recelved by any person
in the Coast Guard except for the passage of this resolution.

The joint resolution was reported from the Committee on Com-
merce with an amendment to insert at the end the following
proviso:

Provid That the senlor district superintendent, the three district
superintendents next in order of senlority, the four district superin-
tendents next below these three In order of seniority, and the five junior

district superintendenfs shall have the rank, pay, and allowances of
captain, first lleutenant, second lieutenant, nnd third lleutenant in the
Coast Guoard, respectively.

Mr. KING. I hope the Senator from Minnesota will not insist
upon the committee amendment.

Mr. NELSON. I ask the Senate to disagree to the amendment.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. KING. I should like to ask one further question. As the
Joint resolution now reads, it does not call for officers in the
Coast Guard to receive automatically, or by any system, the same
grades enjoyed by officers in the Navy.

Mr. NELSON. No; it has nothing to do with grades. The
committee amendment having been eliminated, it has to do with
nothing except with the pay question and nothing as to grades of

TS.

Mr. KING. The grades are determined by some other statute
or by regulations of a different character from those prevailing
in the Navy?

Mr. NELSON. Yes.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR HARDING.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the address delivered by the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Harprxe] before the Ohio Society in New York City on Satur-
day last may be printed in the Recoxp.

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

“Mr. Toastmaster, ladies, and gentlemen, the topie of the
evening makes it befitting to allude to the contemporanecusness
of the birth of Ohio and the beginning of Americanism. Ohio
became a definite part of the Northwest Territory in 1787, and
the first flaming torch of Americanism was lighted in framing
the Federal Constitution in that momentous year. Everything
else American is preliminary or subsidiary.

“The Pilgrims signed their simple and majestic covenant a
full century and a half before, and set aflame their beacon of
liberty on the coast of Massachusetts, and other pioneers of
new-world freedom were rearing their new standards of liberty
from Jamestown to Plymouth for five generations before Lexing-
ton and Concord heralded a new era; and it was all American
in the destined result, yet all of it lacked the soul of nation-
ality. In simple truth, there was no thought of nationality
in the revolution for American independence. The colonists
were resisting a wrong and freedom was their solace. Onee it
was achieved, nationality was the only agency suited to its
preservation.

* Ours was the physieally incomparable America, so enriched
by Geod's bounty and so incalculable in its possibilities that ad-
venturous Spaniard and developing Englishman stood only at
the gateway and marveled. Ours were American colonies in
name, but the colonists were still echoing the prejndices and
aspirations of the lands from which they came, There were
conflicting ideas, varying conditions, and contending jealousies,
but no common confidence, no universal pride, no illuminating
spirit. These essentials came with the adoption of the Federal
Constitution and the riveting of union, and the star of the
Ameriean Republic was set aglow in the world firmament on the
day that ratification was effected.

“ On that day Americanism began, robed in nationality. On
that day the American Republie began the blazed trail of repre-
sentative popular government. On that day representative
democracy was proclaimed the safe agency of highest human
freedom. On that day America headed the forward procession
of civil, human, and religious liberty, which ultlmately will
effect the liberation of all mankind. )

“ 1 am not thinking to magnify its comparative excellence, its
charm of simplicity, or its exalted place among the written
fundamental laws. I am recalling the Federal Constitution
as the very base of all Americanism, as the ark of the cove-
nant of American liberty, as the very temple of equal rights,
as the very foundation of all our worthy aspirations. More, it|
was the supreme pledge of coordinate government by law, with
the sponsorship of majorities, the protected rights of minorities, .
and freedom from unsurpation of power—the people to rule,

“Men ofttimes sneer nowadays like it were some useless
relic of the formative period, seemingly unmindful that on its
guaranties rests the liberty which permits ungratefnl sneerinz.
Others pronounce it timeworn and antignated and unsuited to
modern liberty, but they forget that the world's orderly free<
dom has come of its inspiration. Perhaps its very simplicity,
its utter naturalness for popular government under majority
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rule, has led to scant appreciation if not unmindfulness. But
it does abide and ever will so long as the Republic survives.

“The trouble is that its sacredness, if not forgotten, has been
too little proclaimed. Most of us think it too righteous to
assail and too essential to ignore, and we have held the super-
structure so nearly ideal that for more than a hundred years
we have had no peace-time statute to make seditious utterance
n erime. Apparently we have held the freedom of speech which
the Constitution guarantees more sacred than the guaranteeing
instrument, I have come to think it is fundamentally and
patriotically American to say there isn't room anywhere in
these United States for anyone who preaches the destruction
of the Government which is within the Constitution.

“This patriotically, if not divinely, inspired fundamental
law fits every real American citizen, and the man who can
not fit himself to it is not fit for American citizenship nor
deserving of our hospitality. It fully covers all classes and
nasses in its guaranteed liberties, and any class or mass that
opposes the Constitution ig against the country and the flag.

*“This Ilepublic has never feared an enemy from without. It
np longer intends to be menaced by enemies from within. If any
man seeks the advantages of American citizenship, let him as-
sume the duties of that citizenship. If he wishes the freedom
of America, let him subscribe to freedom’s protection. If he
craves our hospitality, let him not abuse it. If he wishes to
profit by American opportunity, let him join in making the same
opportunity open to others. One can not be half American and
half European or half something else. This is the day for the
all-American.

“ Nor can the foreigner hereafter be a prolonged visitor or
resident alien, gathering the fruits of American opportunity,
assuming the privileges of a citizen without whole-heartedly
plighting his faith of citizenship. I do not mean the mere per-
functory declaration and fegul naturalization. I mean re-
nounced allegiance to the land from which he came and a heart
and soul consecration to this Republic. It were better to leave
some of our industrial work undone than to have the Government
undermined in its doing.

* But we must not accept the overwrought impression that the
assault on stable American Government is chargeable wholly or
mainly to those of foreign birth who have not sworn American
allegiance. The worst disloyalists and most effective con-
spirators wear the garb of full-fledged Ameriean citizenship, and
many of them inherited American opportunity at their birth
and turned liberty into license. The ignorant foreigner is more
a vietim than a conspirator, because he has heard the gospel of
revolution when no one preached the blessings of orderly govern-
ment and the rewards of American opportunity. Agitator and
revolutionist found profit in agitation. They learned the for-
eigner’'s language and thought his thoughts and reached his
sympathies, and lied to his ignorant prejudices, while the cap-
tains of American industry were counting dividends without con-
cern for the human element in their making. There were ex-
ceptions to this crime of negligence, but in most instances the
Americans who invited and enlisted foreign activities to swell
the man power of industry have neglected to teach the American
language, failed to utter American sympathies, forgot to ex-
tend American fellowship, and omitted the revealment of the
loftier ideals of American citizenship. The grind of the work-
shop alone is poor culture for that citizenship which makes the
ideal republic.

“ Tt is well enough to preach Americanism, and we ought. It
is more important to practice it, and we must. In truth, my
countrymen, we need practical Americanism in business as well
as proclaimed Americanism in polities. It is superb to lead in
commerce and excel in industry—and no nation ever filled a
brilliant page in history until it reached industrial and com-
mercial eminence—but the distinction is too costly if wrought in
the neglected qualities of citizenship and aftending unrest and
ultimate revolution.

“It is well enough to be concerned about the quantity and
quality of our wares, but it is better to be sure of the spirit
of the workers who make them. We must be thinking of men
as well as materials and the conditions of making as well as
marketing. . The enhancement of conditions in 20 years is
tribute to awakened American conscience, but the neglect of
education is the warning to American heedlessness.

“ There must be concern about devotion and duty as well as
dividends. There must be a thought of the eventful morrow as
well as the golden day. It is of no .avail merely to preach
contentment. Content never lighted a furnace nor turned a
wheel in all creation. It doesn’t exist in the human being
who is really worth while. Mere subsistence does not make a
.citizen, and generous compensation without thrift blasts every
hope of acquirement.

¥ What humanity most needs just now is understanding. The
present-day situation is more acute because we are in the fer-
ment that came of war and war's aftermath  Ours was a
fevered world, sometimes flighty, as we used to say in the
village, to suggest fever's fancies or delirium. I forbear speci-
flication. But we are slow getting normal again, and the world
needs sanity as it seldom needed it before,

“ Many have thought the ratification of the peace treaty and
its leagne of nations would make us normal, but that Is the
plea of the patent-medicine fakir, whose one remedy mar-
velously will cure every ill. Undoubtedly formal peace will
help, and I would gladly speed the day, if we sacrifice nothing
vitally American. Yet as a matter of fact actual peace prevails
and commerce has resumed its wonted way.

“Normal thinking will help more. And normal living will
have the effect of a magician’s wand, paradoxical as the state-
ment seems. The world does deeply need to get normal, and
liberal doses of mental seience freely mixed with resolution
will help mightily. I do not mean the old order will be re-
stored. It will never come again. A world war's upheaval
which ends autocracies and wipes out dynasties and multiplies
cost of government, an upheaval which shifts the sacred ratio
of 16 to 1 until silver is the more sacred, sweeps humanity be-
yond any return to precise prewar conditions.

* But there Is a sane normaley due under the new conditions,
to be reached in deliberation and understanding. And all men
must understand and join in reaching it. Certain fundamentals
are unchangeable and everlasting. Life without toil never was
and never can be. Ease and competence are not to be seized in
frenzied envy; they are the reward of thrift and industry and
denial. There can be no excellence without great labor. There
is no reward except as it is merited. Lowered cost of living
and increased cost of production are an economie fraud. Capi-
tal makes possible while labor produces, and neither ever
achieved without the other, and both of them together never
wrought a success without genius and management. No one of
them, through the power of great wealth, the force of knowl-
edge, or the might of great numbers is above the law, and no
one of them shall dominate a free people.

*There can be no liberty without security, and there can be
no security without the supremacy of law and the majesty of
Just government. In the gleaming Americanism of the Con-
stitution there is neither fear nor favor, but there are equal
rights to all, equal opportunities beckoning to every man, and
Jjustice untrammeled. The government which surrenders to the
conspiracies of an influential few or yields to the intimidation of
the organized many does justice to neither and none and dims
the torch of Americanism which must light our way to safety.

“ Governmental policies change and laws are altered to meet
the changed conditions which attend all human progress. There
are orderly processes for these necessary changes. Let no one
proclaim the Constitution unresponsive to the conscience of the
Republic. We have recently witnessed its amendment with less
than 18 months intervening between submission and ratifica-
tion, with some manifestation of sorrow marking the fundamen-
tal change. It promptly responds to American conviction and
is the rock on which is builded the temple of orderly liberty and
the gunaranteed freedom of the American Republie.

“The insistent problem of the day, magnified in the madness
of war and revealed in the extreme reaction from hateful and
destroyed autocracy to misapplied and bolshevist democracy,
like the pathos of impotent Russia, is the preservation of civil
liberty and all its guaranties. Let Russia experiment in her
fatuous felly until the world is warned anew by her colossal
tragedy. And let every clamorous advocate of the red régime
go to Russia and revel in its crimsoned reign. This is law-abid-
ing America!

“ Our American course Is straight ahead, with liberty under
the law, and freedom glorified in righteous restraint. Reason
illumines our onward path, and deliberate, intelligent public
opinion reveals every pitfall and byway which must be avoided.
America spurns every committal to the limits of medioerity and
bids every man to climb to the heights and rewards him as he
merits it. This is the essence of liberty and made us what we
are, Our system may be imperfect, but under it we have wrought
to world astonishment, and we are only fairly begun.

“ It would halt the great procession to time our steps with the
indolent, the lazy, the incapable, or the sullenly envious. Nor
can we risk the course sometimes suggested by excessive wealth
and its ofttimes insolent assumption of power, but we can prac-
tice thrift and industry, we can live simply and commend righte-
ous acquirement, we can make honest success an inspiration to
succeed, and march hopefully on to the chorus of liberty, oppor-
tunity, and justice.
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“ Sometimes we must go beneath the surface Gulf Stream
to find the resistless currents of the great ocean. It little mat-
ters what a man proclaims in an ephemeral outery for fancied
reformmation, you get the true undercurrent when you learn
his aspiration for his children and his children’s children. He
stands with his generation between yesterday and the morrow,
eager to lift his children to a little higher plane than mediocrity
can bridge and which socialism never reaches. He wants to
hand on American frgedom unabridged ; he wants to bequeath
the waters of American political life unpolluted; he would be-
stow the equality of opportunity unaltered and the security of
just government unendangered. The underwriting is in the
complete and rejoicing Americanism of every citizen of the
Republie,

* Mr. Toastmaster, we have been hearing lately of the selfish-
niess of nationality, and it has been urged that we must abandon
it in order to perform our full duty to humanity and civiliza-
tion. Let us hesitate before we surrender the natlonality
which is the very soul of highest Americanism. This Republie
has never failed humanity or endangered civilization. We
Tave been tardy about it, like when we were proclaiming democ-
racy and neutrality while we ignored our national rights, but
the ultimate and helpful part we played in the Great War will
e the pride of Americans so long as the world recites the
story.

“We o not mean to hold aloof, we choose no isolation, we
shun no duty. 1 like to rejoice in an American conscience, and
in & big conception of our obligations to liberty, justice, and
civilization. Aye, and more, I like to think of Columbia’'s help-
ing hand to new republics which are seeking the blessings por-
trayed in our example. DBut I have a confidence in our Ameriea
that requires no council of foreign powers to point the way of
Awerican duty. We wish to counsel, cooperate, and contribute,
but we arrogate to ourselves the keeping of the American con-
scienice and every concept of our moral obligations. It is fine
to idealize, but it is very practical to make sure our own house
is in perfect order before we attempt the miracle of Old World
stabilization.

“(Call it the selfishness of nationality if you will, I think it
an inspiration to patriotic devotion—

“To safeguard America first.

“To stabilize America first,

“Toy prosper America first,

“To think of America first.

“To exalt America first,

“To live for and revere America first.

“We may do more than prove exemplars to the world of
enduring, representative democracy where the Constitution and
its liberties are unshaken. We may go on securely to the
destined fulfillment and make a strong and generous Nation's
contribution to human progress, forceful in example, generous
in contribution, helpful -in all suffering, and fearless in all
conflicts.

“Let the internationalist dream and the Bolshevist destroy.
God pity him *‘for whom no minstrel raptures swell.’” In the
spirit of the Republic we proclaim Americanism and acclaim
America.”

LIBRARY OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, last Thursday, January 8, I
called the attention of the Senate to a pamphlet written by
Albert Rthys Williams on belshevism and what it meant. The
pamphlet comprised, I think, some T2 questions and answers.
The pamphlet came from the library of the Howard University.

I have received and I suppose every other Senator has re-
ceived from an official of the university, the secretary-treasurer,
a communication headed as follows:

The following statement furnished the press by Dr. J, Stanley Durkee,
i:resident of Howard University, is also forwarded to Senators and
tepresentatives of the United States Congress for their information,

(Signed) E. J. ScotT,
ecretary-Treasurer,

The statement is headed:

Head of Howard Unlversity says institution does not svmlpathlza
with soviet or bolshevik movements., Its record of proved loyalty.
Bays pamphlet should be suppressed by the Government,

I have read the statement furnished to the press of the
country by the president of the university, and I agree with his
statement. All I care about it is to see that that pamphlet is
removed from the Howard University library. I know of no
one in Congress who has given more attention to Howard Uni-
versity and who is more in favor of its continuance and assist-
ance to be extended by the Government of the United States
than I. It is for that reason that I took the interest in the
matter that I did.

I am very glad to have received from the president of the
institution a personal letter in which he speaks of the pamphlet

“ftself was not catalogued until

in most positive terms as not being worthy of a place in the
library not only of Howard University but of any other school
library in the United States.

I ask that the statements to which I have referred be pub-
lished in the Recorp without reading, and I also should like to
have printed in the Recorp at the same time the letter from the
president of Howard University addressed to me.

I desire the same publicity given through the CoNGRESSIONATL
Recorp made by the officials of the institution as was given the
statement made by me. I am delighted to see the spirit mani-
fested in the letter of the president of the university addressed to
me, and I want to assure him that, as far as Howard University
is concerned, if they do the same work and along the same lines
that they have done in the past I shall be very pleased indeed '
to vote for appropriations from the Treasury of the United
States to assist them, as I have in the past. There ought to be
more such schools in the United States. But I could not allow
the question to pass without ealling attention to the fact that a .
book of the character referred to, and written by Albert Rhys
Williams, was in the library of that institution. I agree with
the statement made by the president of the institution as to the
desirability of having the publication removed not only from
the library of Howard University, but from every school library
in the United States.

There -being no objection, the statement and Iletter were
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

The following statement furnished the press by Dr. J. Stanley Durkee,
resident of Howard University, is also forwarded to BSenators and
epresentatives of the United States Congress for thelr information.

H. J. BcotT, Secretary-Treasurer.
HEAD OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY BAYS INSTITUTION DOES NOT SYMPATHIZE

WITH SOVIET OR DOLSHEVIK MOVEMENTS—ITS RECORD OF PROVED LOY-

ALTY—SAYS PAMPHLET SHOULD BE SUPPRESSED BY THE GOVERNMENT.
. WASHINGTON, D. C., January 9, 1920,
Dr. J. Stanley Durkee, president of Howard University, in replying
to the statement made b{ nator SmooT, of Utah, in the United gtntes
Benate, Thursday of this week, calling attention to the pamphlet by
Albert Rhys Willinms, states:

“The pamphlet in question was donated to the library of Howard
University about a year ago. Hundreds of books and periodicals are
thus donated and accepted each aP'em-, and in this case the mphlet

ght or nine months ago. Since the
cataloguing of the pamphlet it has been ealled for twice, which is proof
gitive that no particular attention has been paid to it by students or
eachers. A letter from the librarian of the university in reference to
this whole matter may be of interest:
“* HowArp UNIVERSITY,

“ ¢ Washington, D, C., January 9, 1920
¢ President J. STANLEY DURKER,
“¢ Howard University, Washington, D. O,

“‘DEAr SIR: In resgonse to gsmn- request of this date
honor of making the following statement of facts concernin
ence in this library of the pamphlet, Bolsheviks and Sovie
use by students and faculty,

i} o copies of this pamphlet were presented to us by omne of our
students about a year ago. When first gresented. and before it was
properly catalogued, it was probably read by several students, for there
was at that time a great deal of interest in and curlosity about the
new Russian Government and a very great disagreement as to the bare
facts about it. The pamphlet was formally catalogned about eight or
nine months ago, and since that time, acoordin% to the charging cards,
only two students have asked for it, one on October 27, 1919, and one
on cember 30, 1919, As all use of a book in the bnlfdlng as well as
use of it at home is recorded on these cards, it would seem to be con-
clusively proven that this pamphlet has been asked for but twice.

“*¢It is—or was, I know—in the United States Library of Congress,
for the cards on which it is record in our card catalogue were
printed and distributed by the Library of Congress,

“ 1 Yery respectfully, yours,
“i(Bigned) E C. WILLIAMS,
“¢ Librarian.’

“ Howard Unlversity is the one outstanding national university of
the negro people of America. It trains a larger number of negro co ego
and groteaalonal students than any other institution of learn in the
world. It is located at the head of the black belt and sends into the
heart of the black belt of the South a larger number of graduates than
any other institution. These graduates are all hard at work promoting
good citizenship and seeking to raise the whole level of life among the

ne; people.

* During the recent war the university rendered service to our Gav-
ernment of the highest and most patriotic character. It had more
graduates to receive commissions and serve as officers with colored
military units than any other institution in Ameriea for the trainin
of negro youth. The complete facilities of the university were plac
at the disposal of the Government. National Army training detach-
ments, students’ army training corps, and reserve officers’ training
corps units were trained at the university., The student army instrue-
tion ecamp for 70 colored institutions of learning was also conducted
here, In all, 1,786 men were trained for war work.

“ With such a record of proved loyalty, it is most unfortunate that
statements should be made calculated to convey the thought and idea
that the university sympathizes directly or indirectly with soviet or
bolshevik movements, Neither through classroom teaching nor other-
wise has the university expressed any sympathy with movements seek-
ing the overthrow of established order. On the contrary, the uni-
versity has unhesitatingly stood in positive fashion for law and order
and against movements designed to interfere with the orderly function-
ing of the great departmenis of the Government.

“To-day is the first time 1 have seen or read the pamphlet. I
heartily agree that such false statements should not haye circulation.
The pampalet sheuld be suppressed by the Government. 1 am sur-
prised to learn that it has not been suppressed. I have instantly
withdrawn these coples from our library.”

.

I have the
the pres-
, and its
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HowaArp TUNIVERSITY,
OFricE oF THRE PRESIDENT,
‘Washington,
Hon. Reep SMOOT,

D. O., January 10, 1920
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. C.
My Dmin Sexaror Sxoor: I noticed in the Evening Star of :rnnunrz
8 n statement in which you were calling attention to a cert
which was alleged to.be circulating in Fiowara Uniyersity regarding
th'i boilzltxmf 2 andﬂt:g iuo;iet. looked the matter nup very carefully and
w 0 84 ave lool u
%‘ge - qJ:l':tt1 inclgaed in this letter will give you absclute facts regurding
I ation.
Frankly, Mr. Senator, after hay. read the p hlet, I agree with
ou fromymy heart that such mlggstatemmu ouiﬁt not to be circu-
iated and, in my '.'mﬁgmant. the Government should suppress the
{printing of such pamphiects as these. I only regret that my atfention
.was not called to the matter before it was necessary to ﬁ'l’e it to the
{public, for, as doubtless you well know, the :l:unaténg statement will
, While the ameliora j% facts which we

igo to the end of -our coun
i-lre lrilowr gtating will'not be glven very much credence by the newspaper
wor,

d.
; May I ask from yom, Mr. Senator, an appointment, that I may sit
\down and chat with you for a few moments over some of the great

which are so 4 tal, pwmwwork here?

;gu’egg];ﬁu uneemmthjn:a mespgil faior, and It it would .be of vast
good for our Ameriea.

Wltl‘: I:f?nd rsonal regard and the greetings of the season, I remain,

Respectfully, your:
(3 J. Braxiey Dugu.
€

sident.
TREATY RESERVATIONS.

Mr, KING. Mr. President, I have received a number of com-
munications during ‘the past few days urging the immediate
ratification of the treaty. There is a general feeling through-
out the country that the Senate should promptly adopt a reso-
ilution of ratification. There is, I believe, genuine disappoint-
‘ment because of the failure of the Senate to take affirmative
action upon this matter.

In an address delivered a few days ago, I earnestly urged
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the treaty and
called attention to the perilous situation in Europe, and to the
.general spirit of unrest throughout the world, and expressed
the view in substance that if the treaty were ratified and this
Nation ‘entered the league of mations, and ‘that organization
functioned as the covenant of the league provides, it would
stabilize conditions, dissipate much of the unrest, and arouse
hope throughout the world. I again asseverate with the utmost
earnestness that we should act now. "We should dispose of the
treaty, ratifying it with such fair and proper reservations as
will meet the wighes of the Senators and the American people
who earnestly are in favor of a league of nations, and the adop-
tion of a plan that will malke for the peace of the world.

Some of the communications received by me urge that the
Senate follow what is denominated as * Mr. Bryan's plan.”
Apparently the press—and particularly the Republican press—
has been interested in emphasizing the idea that Mr. Bryan is
the leader of the Demoeratic Party and that he came to Wash-
fngton ‘and promulgated o mew plan concerning the ratification
of the treaty, and that under his influence and leadership
Democeratic Senators are about to abandon former views and
ratify the treaty in pursuance of the plan submitted by him.
Mr. Bryan is a great American and a very conspicuous figure
in the Democratic Party and in the Nation, but it would be im-
proper to say that he suggested a new plan of dealing with the
treaty, or developed a novel theory in dealing with this grave
and important matter. Several months ago the able Senater
from North Carolina [Mr. Siaaoxs], one of the oldest and most
respected Members of this body, and one to whom the Demo-
crats look for guidance and leadership, stated upon the floor of
the Senate that in his opinion the treaty should be ratified
promptly, but that because of the divergence of views it ap-
peared to be necessary, in order to secure rafification, that
reservations to the treaty be incorporated in the resolution of
Tatification.

The distingnished Senator from Georgia [Mr. Syara] months
ngo stated in substance in an address delivered in ‘this body
‘that he was heartily in favor of the ratification of the treaty,
but that reservations, and particularly a reservation affecting
article 10, would be necessary in order te secure favorable
‘sction upon the resolution of ratification. 'The Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Hrreacock], the leader of the minority, has re-

tedly announced that reservations would be accepted by the
‘minority, and he offered a number of reservations and moved
‘their adoption. He offered a resolution containing a number
of reservations, one of them dealing with article 10 of the treaty.
‘Several other Democratic Senators have stated upon ihe floor
-of the Senate and in public addresses that they were in favor
of reservations or interpretative reservations. I think all of

the Demoecratic Senators have voted for reservations, including

4 very important reservation dealing with article 10. A num-
‘ber of Democratic Senators have openly expressed the view that
a reservation must be adopted dealing avith article 10, which

would relieve the treaty of the interpretation that article 16
imposes a legal and moral obligation to protect the territoric!
integrity of any member of the league in advance of action by
the Congress of the United States.

Mr, Bryan's views in respect to article 10 of the treaty, as ex-
pressed by him at the recent banquet given by the national
Democratic committee, contained no new program. He urged
conciliation, and that Senators make such concessions as would
secure a prompt ratification of the treaty. He frankly stated
that he had urged the ratification of the treaty without amend-
ment or reservation, but that that seemed impossible, and he
therefore felt that it was the duty eof Senators to make such
reasonable concessions as would enable them to reach a common
ground, that would bring about an immediate ratification of the
treaty with Germany. No one guestions the good faith or the
sincerity of Mr. Bryan, and there is no doubt but what his views
have weight throughout the country. But in the interest of
accuracy I want the country to understand that many Demo-
cratic Senators for months have been urging that the treaty be
ratified and that ratification may not be obtained without reser-
vations; that among the reservations there must be one that
squarely dealt with the question of the obligation placed by
article 10 upon the members of the league. The question of
reservations did not originate with Mr. Bryan. The suggestion
that a reservation with respect to article 10 be adopted was not
first suggested by Mr, Bryan. I repeat what I have said upon
a number of occasions, that the treaty will be ratified, and my
opinion is that it will be ratified at an early date, and that it
will contain reservations. That it should be ratified, I be-
lieve most Americans heartily agree. That there should be
reservations incorporated in the resolution of ratification, if
necessary to secure its ratification, I believe a majority of the
American people desire,

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I also believe the treaty will
be ratified, bot I think it will be ratified sooner because
William Jennings Bryan came to town.

THE CALENDAR.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, there is a rule that
on Monday we shall proceed with the calendar.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask that we may do so immediately.

Mr. SMOOT. In this connection I desire to ask unanimous
consent that we begin with Calendar No. 241, Senate bill 411,
as that was the number on the ealendar which we reached on
last Monday.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
‘hears none. The calendar is in order. The Secretary will
‘gtate the first bill on the ealendar.

The bill (8. 411) to confer jurisdiction on the Court of
Claims to certify certain findings of fact, and for other pur-
poses, was ammounced as first on the calendar.

Mr. SMOOT. I ask that that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over.

The bill (8. 1283) to repeal an nct entitled “An act to
punish acts of interference with the foreign relations, the
nentrality, ‘and the foreign -commerce of the United States,
to punish espionage, and better to enforce the criminal laws
of the United States, and for other purpeses,” and the act
amendatory thereof, was mnnounced as next in order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill was reported from the
Oommittee on the Judiciary adversely. The question is, Shall
the bill be indefinitely postponed ?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, in the absence of the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. Cosnaxsl, the member of the Committee on
the Judictary making the report, and also in the absence of the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Fraxce], I ask that that motion
be not acted upon to-day, but that the bill may go over.

‘The VICE PRESIDENT. Tt will go over.

The bill (8. 3090) to repeal the espionage act was announced
as next in order.

Mr, SMOOT. This bill was also reported adversely. I ask
that it may go over for the same reason.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It avill go-over.

The bill (S. 2614) for the rellef of Francis M. Atherton
was announced as next in order.

Mr. THOMAS. I ask that that may go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

BULIAT, EXPENSES OF RESERVE AVIATORS.

The bill (S. 3384) to provide for burial and expenses of trans-
portation of remains of certain officers and enlisted men of
the re‘?em forces of the United States was announced as next
in order.

Mr. KING. Does the Senator from New York desire to
take up the bEl this morning?
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Mr. WADSWORTH. I think it is a measure which ought
to pass. The men were killed while on duty under authoriza-
tion of the Secretary of War. I think we should follow the
custom of the military service, and that the men's burial ex-
penses should be paid by the Federal Government.

Mr. KING. I did not know but there was another bill dupli-
cating the same subject.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not that I know of.

Mr. KING. I have no objection.

Mr. WALSH of Montana Mr. President, I desire to make an
inquiry of the Senator from New York [Mr. WapsworTH]. BEvi-
dently there are two varying views concerning what ought to be
done in this matter. Evidently quite a large number of people
feel that the bodies of these men should remain in the ceme-
teries for which provision has been made in France. Others
insist that the bodies should be returned to this country. I de-
sire to inquire of the Senator if hearings were had on this bill
so that these varying views were presented to the committee?

Mr, WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I think the Senator mis-
apprehends the nature of this bill. This bill has nothing to do
with the removal of the remains of the soldiers now buried in
France. This is a bill authorizing the payment of the funeral
expenses of the reserve officers and enlisted men who, subject to
the authority of the Secretary of War, navigate airplanes in
time of peace and are so unfortunate as to meet with fatal acei-
dents,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. At the various flying fields in the
United States?

Mr, WADSWORTH. Yes; at the flying fields here in the
United States.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Very well.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
‘Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc,, That the allowances for the expenses of interment
and for the pmpnrntion and transportation of the remains of officers and
enlisted men of the reserve forces of the United States, whether on
active or inactive status, whose death results from aeronautical duty
performed with the approval and under regulations ﬂ]larescribed by the
Secretary of War, shall be, and are hereby, made the same as those
authorized for officers and enlisted men on the active list of the Army.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,

and passed.
CHICKAMAUGA AND CHATTANOOGA NATIONAL PARK.

The bill (8. 3385) to authorize the War Department to restore
the Chickamauga and Chattanooga National Park to its condi-
tion prior to use for military purposes during the war with Ger-
many, and to appropriate the necessary funds therefor, was
considered as in Committee of the Whole.

The bill was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secreta.lg of War be, and he is hereby,
authorized to cause the Ch!etaman%a and Chattanooga National Park to
be restored to the condition in which it was at the time it was taken
over for military purposes during the World War by removal therefrom
of all buildings and structures erected thereon for military purposes,
obliterating roads, trs.l.ls,l wal.ki‘hs.nd paths not formin wﬁu of the
plan of the park, ﬂlligi all trenches and other excavations made or
caused in the training of troops, resodding, and doing any and all other
acts and things necessary or fent in order to restore the entire area
80 occupled as nearly as prac to its former condition as a national

pagl;.c_ 2. That for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this act
there is hereby appropriated the sum of $65,000, or 8o much thereof as
may be necessary, the same to be available for expenditure under the
provisions of this act until this restoration work is completed or the
appropriation exhausted.

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senafor from New York
whether there is any exigency which calls for this work at the
present time? I fancy it will cost a considerable sum; and in
view of the large demands which are being made upon the
Public Treasury and the high cost of labor and material, I am
led to inquire whether the situation is snch as to call for im-
mediate action in respect to this matter?

Mr. WADSWORTH.. The situation is described in the report
of the committee, which includes a letter from the Secretary of
War. As the Senator from Utah knows, the Chickamauga and
Chattanooga National Park was set aside by Congress many
years ago; it has been maintained under a separate organization,
and is not now in the War Department, as I recollect.

When the United States went into the recent war a great deal
of land inside the park was deemed of great value for canton-
ment and eamp purposes, and the War Department took it over.
They have built trenches and excavations at one place or
another in this public park, which is supposed to be for the
benefit of the people of the United States. The bill appropriates
$65,000 to restore the park, to fill up those trenches and excava-
tions, and to level off the ground, as best they can, inside the
limits of the park. The War Department, of course, is in honor

bound to do that work at some time or another; it can not very
well go into a great public park like that of Chickamauga and
Chattanoooga any more than it could at Gettysburg, tear the
whole place to pieces, and then never restore it to its original
condition.

Mr. KING. I agree with the Senator from New York that
under his statement the work of reparation should be made, but
the only point in my mind was whether the work should be now
undertaken.

Mr. WADSWORTH. It might be well to say to the Senator -

from Utah that the Army buildings, the cantonment buildings,
and the various storehouses that are now there are to be sold,
indeed, probably have been sold; and the money gotten from
those sales would be sufficient to pay the cost of restoring the
ground to its former condition; but under the law the money
from those sales has to revert to the Treasury. So we have to
make the appropriation sooner or later to do this work. As a
matter of fact, the salvage is going to be enough to cover the
cost of the work.

Mr, KING. I shall not object to the consideration of the bill.

Mr. SMOOT. I notice that the chairman of the park com-
mission estimates that the total amount required to do the work
will be $105,273.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes.

Mr., SMOOT. If that is absolutely required, would it not be
better to make one appropriation to do the work than to have
the $65,000 which is appropriated, and perhaps wasted, ex-
pended and then be asked for the full amount?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Fhe representative of the department
says that it will not cost that much, and the committee was
glad to take the lower figure.

Mr. SMOOT. The action of the committee was proper; but
the Secretary of War says:

But it is belleved that the essential work can be carried out for the
amount requested in the proposed bill—

Namely, $65,000. I do not know what the Secretary of War
means by *essential work,” and if that is all that is to be
expended for this purpose, well and good; but what I am fear-
ful of is that a year or two after this money shall have been
expended they will again come back and ask that a large
amount be appropriated for the same purpose.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, we will take no chance of that.

Mr, SMOOT. I always prefer when we have a job to do, to
do it right in the first instance.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not think they should have a sub-
sequent appropriation, and I should not favor appropriating
$105,000 for the purpose. I think we can make them do the
work for the $65,000.

Mr, SMOOT. Let us refuse to make any further appropria-
tion if they do not do the work for $65,000.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I will stand with the Senator from
Utah on that contract.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

ASSISTANCE TO CIVILIAN AVIATORS,

The bill (S. 3386) to provide for the assistance of civilian
aviators in distress by authorizing the Secretary of War to sell
at cost price at aviation posts or stations gasoline, oil, and air-
craft supplies to persons in charge of civilian aireraft landing
upon or near said posts was announced as next in order.

Mr. KING. Let the bill be read, Mr. President.

The bill was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby,
authorized, under such regulations as he may prescribe, to sell at con-
tract priee, '5]“’ 10 per cent of such price, gasoline, oil, and aircraft
supplies of all kinds to the persons in charge of civilian aircraft land-
ing upon or near aviation posts or stations and in need of assistance
either for the continuation of their }g.om“nzmy or for the protection of the
lives of the passengers Or crews: » That these shall be sold
only in such limited amounts as may be needed to enable the aviator to

t to the mearest g::int where such supplies can be bought and when

t is impracticable obtain same in the vicinity. The money realized
from the sale of said articles shall be passed to the credit of the ap-
propriations from which such supplies were purchased.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill,

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

DEPENDENTS OF CERTAIN OFFICERS OF FRENCH MILITARY MISSION.

The bill (S. 3387) for the relief of dependents of Lieuts,
Jean Jagou and Fernand Herbert, French military mission to

the United States, was announced as next in order,
Mr. KING. Let the bill be read.
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The bill was read, as follows:

Be it enaoted, ete., That the Secretary of tlie Treasury be,
hereby is; authorized and directed to pay
Lieut. Jean Jagou, Seventy-third InfnntB, and Pirst Lieut. Fernan
Hertiert, One hundred and sixty-third ne Infantry, both of the
French Army, and who were accidentally drowned July g, 1918, near
o, oty % Mo, il on Sh MU0 et Ty oty
nn a8 uciors o
N.IJI:::.. I!mgn:h sums of money as by the act enﬂtleqf%‘u act to amend
an act entitled *An aet to authorize tlie establishment of o Bureau: of
* War Risk Insurance in the Treasury artment,’ approved tember

2, 1914, as amen = apvfrovad June 1918, is prowided to paid
a¥ compensation to the widow or ciildren or other d ents for the
dbath canses: eceurring in the line of duty service of
United States; and such com tiomr shall be payable and be paid 2s
of and from the 26th of July, 1918, and under and according to the
terms, conditions, and basis of cmﬁw in said act mviﬁed, and'
guch snms. shall be in fall of all . legal or of sald Jemn
Jagoun and Fernand Herbert, their heirs; representatives, ox assigns.

There belng no objeetion, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to- consider the bill.

The Bill was reported to the Senate witliout amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,

and passed.
SERVICE OF BEGULAR ARMY OFFICERS WITH TROOPS.

The bill (H. R. 7752) relating to detached service of officers’
of the Regular Army was considered: as in Committee of the
Whele; and was read, as follows:

RBe it endoted, ett., THat, after the termimntion of the emergemcy’
fneident to: the: war with ¥ y in the con-
:s:emctlon of nnyﬂllavr relating to: m:;:;u m gﬂ i oﬁm%:t -ﬁig
ge!ersenta'sha'ﬁhe'wusm‘mth troops’ or organizations
i}

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like an explanation of
this bill from the Senator having it In cliarge.

Mr, WADSWORTH. Mr. President, this proposed law is
rather important. The Senator from Utak will' remember that
under the military law as now written an officer of the Regular
Army must spend’ a ecertain proportion of his fime with troops
in time of peace and also in: time of war, If' {iere is no changy
made in the statute. As soon as' the war broke eut, of course
every officer of the Army was assigned to one duty or another.
During the period of eur participation:in the war officers were
sent. to France, to Belgium, to Italy, fo England, to Siberia, to
northern: Russia, to Spain, and to other parts: of flie world on
military duty. They were transferred back and forth. Some-
times they were with troops and sometimes. they were serving
in a eafegory which made it diffieult to determine whether or
not the sevvicer was. with troops under tlie meaning of the
statute, Now that they have come back and to all intents and
purposes o state of peace, so far as the Army is. concerned,
has been restored, the department is confronted with the almost
hopeless. task of finding out. how many days. or weeks or months
each and every officer of the United Stafes Army spent with
troops or away from troops:in order to defermine whether or
not. he ean now be: sent on detached service in. the United
States. To find out exactly how many days every officer serw-
ing in the war has spent with troops and add it to the mumber
of days that he spent witli troops: before we went into the war;
to {ind how many days he was on: detached service during the
war, what the detached service was, tor define it, and add that
t0' the number of days or weeks or months thiat he had been on:

p and be
to the dependents- of First |

{  Mr., WADSWORTH. The emergency, of course, can not be
deemed to-have ceased to exist until so declared by the President.
Mr. KING. This bill would mean that officers now serving in
the department, with no possibility, at least for some time;. of
| their serving with. the troops, should be regarded as having ren~
| dered service with troops?
Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; during the emergency. It is al-
| most impossible, I will say to the Senator, to draw the line. It
. can not be drawn rigidly. The whole Army has:been mixed up;
‘officers have been sent everywhere and on all kinds of dutyy it
kaleidescope. For instance, if this DIIl is not passed,
' many of the student officers in: our service schools. will have to
| be taken out of those schools; because under the rigid applica-
| tion. of the existing peace-time law, which is' now in effect in
| ime of war, they have not served the regnired time with' troops.
.IIt isi not their fauit if during the war itself, while we were im
the: war, they went. where they were ordered to go. As I said
| before;, you would have: to- require them in advance of our going
| into-any war to keep almost an: hourly diary of everything they
gldlﬁ during the war, and fignre out the number of hours or days
|

they served with troops, and the number of hours or days they

In time of war it is mighty hard to
troops is. It may be half a day with
troops and half a day away from troeps.

Mr. SMOOT. Do I understand that the eofficers are so dis-
posed not to serve with troops that they want to keep it down
to' the very hour?®

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not at all; but it is to aveid their being
eompelled to do that, and to avoid: making: the' department
search back through the daily record of every officer in: the war
who is a member of the Regunlar Establishment, that this bill is
introduced. Why, I have yet to find an: officer who was not
exceedingly anxious to serve with troops; but the trouble is that
in time of war you can: not define what service with troops.is.
It is: mighty hard.

M. SMOOT. There is' nothing i the- law, is there, that re-
quires that. there shall be just so many months of service with

Ny, WADSWORTH. Yes; two years out of every six.

M. SMIOOT. Yes; but tliera:is notling in. the law that says
that an officer can not serve three years out of six,. is thera?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, no.

Mr. SMOOT.. Then it seems. to. me that this is a relief
measure,

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is a relief measure for the war-
time' period.

Mr. SMOOT. And, belng a relief mesasure, it points to the
fact that the officer would prefer fo serve somewliere elbe than
with troops?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, no; it was not a matter of his
preference. He had to go where he was ordered: in time of war.

Mr. SMOOT. I recognize that.

BMr. WADSWORTH. He did not make application: to- go- on.
service: away from: troops. He was! sent on: service away fromy
troops. He may have spent 18 diys i tlie service, and then
may have been transferred to another part of the line, or an-
other part of the: Army zone, and found' himself on: service
with troops again. Now, you have got to figure out the num-
ber of days that he was with troops and the number of days
| that he was: not” with troops; and to do that is an impossible

detached: service before: we went intor the war is aw utterly | task.

Impossible task. It would require the keeping of a: daily diary |

by every officer’ of the Army during the war. So the committee
has come to the conclusion, at the suggestion of the War De-
partment, that the:law whieh provides that officers shall spend
o certain percentage of their time with froops should be rigidly
applied should only apply i time of peace, hecause when. war
comes the changes, the transfers, and the assignments to- duty
ave so rapid and so innamerable that it is utterly impossible: tor
apply the law. _ .

So' this bill provides, im: effect,. that during a period of war,
wien all officers; whetlier they happened’ to Be with troops' or
not, were contributing, to the best of thefr ability to the defeat
of the enemy, whether they happened to be here in the War
Department or in the fronf-line treneclies in France, in tlie city
of Paris in liaison work, or in London or in Queenstown or in
Siberia or in Italy, or wherever they were, they should all be
considered to have been serving with troops. When the emer-
gency is terminated that rule ferminates and they go back fo
the old rule that they must actually serve a certain percentage
of their time with: troops.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit an
inquiry, when under this bill or under the interpretation which
the War Department places upon. it or upon existing law will
the emergency cease to exist, if it has not already ceased?

Mr. SMOOT. The theory of the bill is that wherever am
|oflicer serves- exactly two years with troops. he is all: right,
| Now, it seems: to me that any officer would. prefer to be. with
| troops. three years than to try tor bring it right down to the
fact that he had served only two years and one day, or just
exactly two years; and I can. not seer anything. in the bill

' to serve with troops more than two years..
| Mr. WADSWORTH. No; Mr, President, it does not take
care of officers that want this or that.. It ecuts a Gordian knot
that can not be cut otherwise. It is not a gunestion: of the
officer’s preference: or where he wanted to serve: His prefer-
ence was not. consulted. Under the law as it stands an ab-
solutely accurate estimate must be: made as to the numben of
days, up- to and including a. total period of two. years, during
which that officer served with troops.. Now, you can not apply
that rule in time of war to thousands and thousands of officers,

Mr. SMOOT. In order to be sure that Lie had served two
years out of six; that is all there is to it

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly; but it is the department
has. to obey the law. If this bill does not pass, the Secretary
of War must get from every officer who served. in the war an
absolutely accurate diary, in order to ascertain whetlier hLis
service in tHe war with troops, added to his service with troops

except that it is to take care of the officer who does not want
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before the wal, aggregates two years; and you ean see that it
is an impossible thing for him to do. It would take months
and months.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I make a further inquiry of
the Senator? The purpose of this bill, of eourse, is to give to
certain officers greater compensation than they otherwise would
obtain.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, no. Compensation is not touched
at all it.

Mr. I;{I:KELLAB.. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. KING. Is it the same with troops?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Why, certainly. The pay of an officer
is just exaetly the same whether he is serving with or away
from This has nothing te do with pay. It is simply
to make it possible to administer the detached-service law. In
other words, under this bill the detached-service law would be

for the peried of the war.

Mr. KING. Would it affect the large number of officers who,
by special legislation which we enacted recently, were per-
mitted to remain in the service for a period of one year?

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; only officers of the Regular Army.

Mr. KING. The Senator will recall that we passed legisla-
tion some time ago, under the request of the Secreiary of War,
in order to wind up the affairs of the Army and to make dis-
position of vast sceumulations of funds and salvage the same.
Additional officers were required, and, as I recall, we provided
for either twelve or eighteen thousand officers to remain for
one year.

3Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; but those are not Regular Army
oflficers. Those are emergency officers. We authorized the
Secretary of War to keep a number of the emergency officers in
service to the end of this fiscal year, that number of emergency
officers plas the regular officers not to exceed 18,000 in the
aggregate. That 18,000 officers’ bill has nothing to do with this.
These are only regular officers. You try to count up the rumber
of hours a day——

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly.

Ar. McKELLAR. Dwoes it not mean simply this, that those
who have been serving on staff duty during the war—say, two
years during the war—will now be eligible to serve on staff
duty here? That is the substance of if, is it not?

Mr, WADSWORTH. In part; yes,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is not this the point of if, that
the department is compelled to require officers to serve with
treops for twe years, and this is to enable them to find out who
is eligible?

Mr. WADSWORTH. No, Mr. President ; not just that. The
law provides that officers must serve with troops two years out
of six. Now, war comes along, and the whele list of officers
is shufflled wp, and men are sent far and wide all over the world.
One day they will be with troops, and a week later they may
not be with troops. The week after that they may be taken
away from troops and sent on some exceedingly important de-
tached service which will consume only three or four or five
days. Those little periods will all have te be fizured out and
counted up for every efficer of the Regular Army in order to de-
termine whether or not he has had bis two years with troops
before he can be assigned to detaehed service at the termina-
tion of the war. Now, you ean not figore it out; it ean not be
done; and the purpose of this bill is to suspend the operation
of the detached-serviee law during the period of the war. It
does not make favorites of anybody. It does not sumit or meet
anybody's preference. They had to go where they were ordered.
Sometimes they were with treops, and sometimes they were
not; one day on and one day off.

Mr. NELSON. Ar. President, may I ask the Senator a
question? Is not the purpose of the bill to overcome the pro-
visions of the statute that require an officer to serve with
troops, and to be on detached service only for two years at a
time? In other words, was it not te prevent officers remaining
here in Washington instead of being with their troeps? Was
not that the purpose of the detached-service law?

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is the fact.

- Mr. NELSON. There were =0 many officers whe stayed here

in Washington, and got what we call soft smaps, that in order
to put a stop to that they enacted this law requiring them to
be two years with troops before they eould be detached and
come here to Washington and have a good time.

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is true.

Mr. NELSON. And this is to overcome that law.

Mr. WADSWORTH. XNo, Mr. President; it is pot to over-

come that law.
Mr. KING. This is to perpetuate that law.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, T think the question
was put fo me, and perhaps I may answer it.

Mr. KING. I beg the Senator's

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is not to overcome that law. The
Military Affairs Committee does not want that law repealed.
We want it on the statute books. We want to keep it there in
time of peace; but when war comes you can not enforce it,
It is impossible to make the computation, and this bill is to
suspend that law for the period of the war; that is all

Mr. NELSON. ILet me tell the Senator how it strikes me.
were 2 lot of officers who were kept here in Washingion
departinents during the war. They had ihe benefit of
would like to continue here. They would
now with their regiments or their troops to
they have been away on detached service
e eliminate this law, it simply allows them
around Washington ; that is all.
to the Senator that as I understand
that those officers served in Washing-
ited to the two years’ service with the troops
required out of every six.
Mr. NELSON. Yes; I so understand it.
Mr. SMOOT. And it is just the reverse of what the Senator

says.

Mr. NELSON. Ob, no; I so understand it. This is to give
them credit for that as though they were with their troops.

Mr. KING., That is right

Mr. NELSON. That is what I said.

Mr. SMOOT. I misunderstood the Senator.

Ar. NELSON. It is to give them eredif for that service, and
to enable them, if this bill becomes a law, to get a new detached
service here of two years. It enables a lot of these officers whe
have been here in Washington and have not been abroad, if
they get that counted, to have it counted as though they had
been in service with troops, and they can get two years addi-
tional of detached service.

Mr. KING. I should like to suggest to the Senator from
Minnesota that a short time ago there were more than 3,000
officers in the city of Washington—and T think there are as
many now—many of whom, captains, majors, colonels, and per-
haps higher ones, were performing unimportant work, mueh of
it mere clerical work ealling for no techuical skill or ability and
but little responsibility, work that a $100 per month clerk could
perform. If this bill is fto keep officers here in Washingion de-
ing nothing, or next to mothing, I think it is a very improper
measure. There ought to be some method provided by which
officers will go where they can be of some service to the Govern-
ment. If we should introduee hills reducing the expenses of the
War Department, I think we would be doing better service for
the country. During the war we gave to this department un-
stintingly and, indeed, extravagantly. Now the war is ended,
and officials in this department are not fully responding to the
spirit of economy which should prevail in all hranches of the
Government.

For instanee, there is a zone depot in New York operated by
the War Department. My information is that there were re-
eently 11,000 persons employed in the work of this depot. Two-
thirds of the number were clerks, and a large number of heads
and chiefs and bosses. There were two clerks for each other
employee. My information is that there is inefficiency, waste,
and improvidence in the administration of certain braoches of
the War Department.

I should be glad if the Military Affairs Committee or some
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War Department, and take steps to correct the evil.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Tam in entire sympathy with the Sena-
for's desire for retrenchment, but I may remind him that this
bill does not ecost the Government a cent. It has no effect what-
ever on appropriations, pay, rank, or allowances. It has nothing
to do with it

Just let me read a portion of a paragraph in the report sub-
mitted by the Secretary of War:

The kinds of service that took officers from their organizations before
the war were few com with those that took them away during
the war, and the dificulties in deciding whether service performed prior

war amounted to detnched service would maturally be multi-
the war by reasen of the conditions of
ire which then ob It will be impossible to anti te what
may be shown by the records kept in France, England, and 8 with

sa emergency

nated before the war-time records can be made available for the purpose
ascertaining the nature of the services rendered Uy officers during
WaT. nor depenidable would resalt from calling
ench officer of the Regular Army to furnish a report ef his services
n that in most cases officers would not be

i
:
_;::
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able to furnish the necessary reports without consu!tlni records which
would not be available to them. The result would be that it would be
searcely possible for any commanding officer of any grade or in nn{
position to detail an officer on detached duty without incurring the ris
of stoppage of pay—

Which is the penalty under the law that we are now trying to
suspend for the period of the war—

For violation of the detached-service law.

An officer comes back from France, having been there 18
months. He may have gone over with a combat division; he
may have served with that division for one month and three
days—he forgets just how long he has been with that division,
lmt perhaps it is a little over a month—he is then detached
and sent down to Italy to be a supply officer for a while with
the regiment of Infantry we had with the Italian Army. He
stays there perhaps two months and six days—he can not re-
member just when or how long—and he is detached from there
and sent back to France, and serves three more weeks with
another combat division with troops. Then again he is de-
tached and sent fo General Staff headquarters for some spe-
cial purpose for two or three weeks more. From there he
may be sent to Belgium, this all being in time of ‘war. He goes
where he is sent. He may be in Belgium two months; he may
be sent over to England on some important mission, and be
there fwo weeks, and come back and rejoin his old regiment
or another regiment or a different branch of the combat
service.

That has happened in thousands and thousands of cases, and
you can not calculate it all out; and unless you do calculate
it all out and get it absolutely accurate, no officer returning
from France can be put upon detached service in this country,

“for if it should be proved years from now that he had been on
detached service too long during the war to enable him to be
put on detached service when he gets back from the war, the
man who so put him on detached service forfeits all his pay
and allowances. It is an impossible situation.

People are apt to take great joy in talking about the officers
here in Washington; but it is not only the officers here in
Washington, it is the officers of the whole Regular Army who
may have been serving all over the world, sometimes with
troops, sometimes away from troops; and there are some
classes of services that have not been defined as belonging with
troops or without troops.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I inguire of the Senator from
New York whether the objection which has been urged to the
bill could not be met by adding to it the following:

Except such as are performed in the city of Washington.

Would not the purpose of the original act thus be preserved?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I think that would be an injustice.

discriminate against the officers who were ordered to
Washington? It was not their fault.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The original act discriminated
against them. It was intended to discriminate against them.

Mr. WADSWORTH, Yes; in time of peace the Congress
saw fit to lay down a rule governing the War Department, and
the intent was really to make a rule to govern in fime of
peace, so that certain groups of officers could not be anchored
here in Washington and stay on indefinitely. But in time of
war, it seems to me, Congress might well let the Commander
in Chief assign officers to serve where and when they are
needed ; and that is the purpose of this bill. I do not believe
it would be just or right to pass this bill and insert in it an
exception, Why not include Hoboken, the great port of em-
barkation? Why not include Newport News or Charleston or
New Orleans and say it shall not apply to officers who were
assigned to any of those places?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It would not interfere with the
assignment of these officers in time of peace at all, but if they
had served during the war in the city of Washington it would
then be necessary for them to be assigned elsewhere.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The present law does not say any-
thing about their not serving in Washington more than two

years.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I understand; but we all under-
stand that that was the real purpose of the original act.

Mr. WADSWORTH. That was its main purpose; but it also
applies to any headquarters of a department. It applies to
Governors Island, it applies to Chicago, San Francisco, or wher-
ever there is a headquarters of a department with an admin-
istrative staff. It applies to officers serving in the Ordnance
Department or in the Quartermaster Corps. Their service is
not with troops. They may be going right along behind the
troops and supplying them, but their service is staff service,
and they must serve two years out of every six with troops,
and those services are not included. I do not think you can

make an exception in any case. Mr, President, I have nothing
more to say about the bill. I did not mean to take so much time.

Mr., KING. Mr., President, I have such confidence in the
Senator from New York, who gives earnest attention to the
measures coming from his committee, that I do not feel at
liberty to vote against this bill or to oppose its consideration;
but I do hope the Senator will pardon me if I again invite his
attention to what I conceive to be the extravagance of the War
Department. Only recently—and this is only one very small
item out of a multitude which could be brought to the attention
of his committee—certain officers of the War Department made
a requisition for trucks to cost approximately a million dollars,
notwithstanding the fact that there were hundreds of trucks
owned by the Government, many of which had never been used
or cared for by the department,

I called the attention of the Senator a moment ago to the
situation of the zone depot in New York, where there are !

thousands of unnecessary employees, and to several divisions of

the War Department here where there are thousands of un-
necessary clerks and employees. It seems impossible to get the |

officials in charge of those divisions or bureaus to reduce as
they should the army of supernumeraries; and unless the com-
mittee takes the matter in hand and compels reductions, or
unless the Appropriations Committees of the Senate and the
House refuse to make appropriations, the War Department, as
well as other departments—and the War Department seems o be
one of the greatest offenders—will continue in service the thou-
sands of unnecessary clerks, functionaries, and employees.

The bill was reporfed to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

MARRIAGE IN THE ARMY AND NAVY.

The bill (8. 3245) to regulate the marriage of persons in the
military and naval forces of the United States in foreign coun-
tries, and for other purposes, was considered as in Committee
of the Whole.

The bill was reported from the Committee on Military Affairs
with amendments, on page 1, line 9, to strike out the word “or "
and to strike out the semicolon following the words * Marine
Corps” and insert “or Coast Guard”; on page 2, line 1, to
strike out the words “ Coast Guard ”; on page 4, line 12, after
the word “ Navy,” to insert the words * or of the Coast Guard";
on page 4, line 25, to strike out the amount “ §5,000 ” and insert
in lieu thereof *$1,000”; on page 5, line 1, to strike out the
word “five” and insert in lieu thereof the word “one”; on
page 6, line T, after the word * contracted,” to insert the words
“or shall be forwarded to the head of the department under
which the Coast Guard is operating for file in the records of that
department, if such certificate shall relate to the marriage of a
person in the Coast Guard,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete., That for the purposes of this act, unless the con-
text otherwise requires—
: 'Ji‘hs term “ person in the military or naval forces " shall be held to
nclude :

(a) Ever son, whether commissioned, warranted, appointed, en-,
listed, enro , drafted, or serving otherwise in the Army, Navy, the
Marine Corps, or Coast Guard ;

(b Everﬁ gerson. w
listed, enrolled, drafted, or servlngpotherwise in the Lighthouse Service,
Coast and Geodetic Survey, and
suant to law, with the Army or the Navy.

SEc. 2. That the term “ person in an auxiliary organization " shall be
held to include every male or female citizen of the United States at-
tached to and serving with any one or more of the following, namely :
American Red Cross, Young Men's Christian Association, Young Women's
Christian Assoclation, Salvation Army, Knights of Columbus, and
Hebrew Welfare Board, and with any other similar civil auxiliary
organization engaged in the work of aiding or entertaining the forces of
the United States.

SEc. 8. That the term * foreign service shall be held to include all
service outside the limits of the United States, its Territories and pos-

sessions; and the term * foreign country ” shall be held to include any®

country other than the United States, its Territories and possessiens.
SEc. 4. That every person in the military or naval forces of the
United States while on foreign service, or in an auxiliary organization
functioning in connection with the military c¢r naval forces of the
United States in a foreign country, shall, prior to contracting marriage
in any foreign country, execute and subscribe an affidavit, in such form

ag may be prescribed ry the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the-
(v}

Navy, in duplicate, before an officer of the military or naval forces of

the United States authorized to administer oaths, in which affidavit the,

person desiring to marry shall make oath that he has attained the age
of 21 years, if male, or that she has attained the age of 18 years, if
female, and that he or she is unmarried, and knows of no reason why he
or she may not lawfully contract matrimony, and said affidavit shall
further contain a complete description of affiant, the date and place of
his or her entry into the military or naval forces of the United States,
or into the auxiliary organization of which he or she is a member, a
statement as to whether he or she is a natural born or naturalized
citizen of the United States, and if natural born said affidavit shall state
the date and place of his or her birth, and If naturalized it shall state the
date and place of naturalization; and such other matters as may be
sgeciﬂed in the re;i‘nlaﬂnns that may be preseribed to carry into effect
the provisions of this act: Provided, That an alien serving in the mili-
tary or naval forces of the United States on foreign service shall be
subject to the provisions of this act in like manner and under like con-
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hether ’commissioned. warranted, appointed, en-.
ublic Health Service; serving, pur-'
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ditions and penalties as a nativeborn citizen so serving: Provided jur-
ther, That the offi in command of meunlttowhu:htham mnkl.nﬁ
the affidavit is attached shall immediatel making of sai
affidavit cause the available records of unit to be ed and
if such examination does not disclose that any of the statements in

shail th that he helk::v:s the

Lefore whom the amdmit was made, shall be delivered to the person

the l.ﬂd.u.

Sec, 5. Tha omm.otmemxero! Navy or of the Coast
Guard of the United Btates who are now, or may r be, authorized
to administer oaths for any ‘E:rpose are herebr o.uthorised to administer
the oaths to be made by this aet,

Szc. 6. That u.mr pamn in the mﬂit:.xrﬁl:: naval forees of the United
States on fo or in tion

conpeetion with the ﬁu or naval ot the United States in
i country, w, mn-act marri foreign coun

indictmen’

she may be found s P
310000 or by imprisonment in a mnitentiary for mot more than 10

sr.c.'i'.':l'hatacopyo!mheret nals of said afidavit herein-
before provided for, when duly urunad y its official eusto ghall
constitnte prima facie proof of the fact that the statements therein
contained were made, subser an& svmm to by the person whose
name is aﬂ:xed thereto as maker f, and that the person purperting
to éldmini.ster the oath was autborized so to do.

That a copy of the certificate of any marria contracted in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this act, when ce zlu minister
of foreign affairs thocoutryi.nwh!chucbmrrh E have been

sntered into, shall, when forwarded to the Secretary of State of the

Stntes, be lts{ehim transmitted to the Becretary of Wa.r for file
ﬂ;e Department, provided such certificate shall
Muhtommm:nunwmnmthemmmrytmen.orapemnm
an a organization serving with such forces at the time the mar-
riage was contracted, er shall be forwarded to the Seeretary of
Navy for file in the records of the Navy

e i 3 mlt'f“ such certifieate

relate to -ln-hau a n in naval forces, or a person
in an a thsuchmrmatmetimeth.s
marriage

to the head of the de-
partment

operating for file in

the reeords of that departmen Haucheerﬂﬂutemuremtemm

marriage of a person in the Cout Guard, and a copy of any snch eertifi-

cate so filed, when a ted in the manner preseribed by

Section 882 of the Reylsed Statuteﬁ be admissible in any court of law
evidence of the

or equity as prima faeie therein eertifiad.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, before the bill is passed, will
the Senator from New York give us some information in
to it? I do not know that I have any objection to if, but it is
rather far-reaching.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I can best explain the necessity for
this legislation by referring to the committee report, which con-
tains the letter of the Secretary of War. I shall read just a
portion of it, and then I think the measure will be clearly under-
stood. His leiter states:

l'oﬂzmare gnnbum rtgn :h:;: ei':,ha }nw&‘ of France relative to thl;
gyplexqan‘:i call t:: many official documents showing the past hlato
of the candidates for marriage and which wiII establish the
facts that such p&m is unmarried. It was t that with
our Army it was in mn.ny !mponsibla to mmp]s with the French
laws on the subject—

That is, American soldiers simply could not produce these
records—

Yet you will understand that in most cases our men would be un-
familiar with the l"tench Iaws on the subject, and when the persoms
concerned desired marry it would be found that the m conld
not be perfo: the necessary documents conld not be p by

memlm—a of cmg
* *

Con ently an a.greement was entered into the nnent o!
State with thg Government of France wah' '3; exmg'::
ments of the French law and subs thereof an afll vit

setting forth that the person mcemetl was legall;r capable of

e, Govers
e .Government of France, while agreeing to this arrangement, is of
the that in ldmcﬁaﬁg:vatcﬁnmé:la%ﬁem%t pe
¢ punishment shou rovy! w_for ma)l such e afi-
dﬂ?it, and this blll (B 3245) was groposed in order %Imt prosecution
made of such perso er in the Government service or

t sneh serv.
nited

pmvided thay wem still withln the
i tes. such pe
iablg wg_y ak s: foreign courts when wlthonl: the ;

fom,

paced%ll‘! has not Leen limited to marriages In Franece, but
; Tt sely been made broad emxh to cover all countries in which
our forces may happen to serve in ing a statute

gmwo or in wa.r. thus giv
which it is hoper.l will govern our forces for all

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o'clock having ar-
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business,
which is House bill 318L

WATER-POWER DEVELOPMENT.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H, R. 3184) to create a Federal power
comimission and to define its powers and duties, to provide. for
the improvement of navigation, for the development of water
power, for the use of lands of the United States in relation
thereto, to repeal section 18 of “An act making appropriations
for the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public
works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes,” approved
August 8, 1917, and for other purposes.

Mr. SMOOT. DMr. President, I suggest the absence of a
q

BOTTIm.

The YICE PRESIDENT. Call the roll

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Ashurst Hala Moses Smith, Md.
Ball H Myers Smith, 8. €,
Beckham gnrrl gﬂ B -
son

Calder Henderson kil Shtherlaad
Capper Jnhnlog, B. Dak. Nugent ’I'%m
Chamberlain n Trammell
Colt endrl Page Underwood

Eenyon FPhelan gadmurth
Dial Poindexter Walsh, Mant.
Dillingham ‘Warren
Edge Lenroot Ransdell Williams
g:aium - s Robinson
Gronna McNary m

AMr. GRONNA. I desire to announce that the senior Senator

from Wisconsin [Mr. L4 FoLrerTE] is absent due to illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, OverMAN in the chair).
Sixty-one Senators having answered to their names, there is a
quorum present,

The first amendment of the Committee on Commerce passed
over will be stated.

utm AsSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 17, afier line 23, strike
out:

(e) That Unfted States reasomable an-

tha nmm shall pay to t.he
nual el ﬂv:md e commission. When licenses
mlsnedthntmntemphtathem mtdnmora struc-
tures owned by the United Btates, im the discretion of the commission
the charges to be paid by the licensee may be ed at the end af
20 years atter the beghmmg of operattuns and at periods of not less
than 10 ¥ in 2 mauner to be deseri in each license.

And m lien thereof lnsert

That the licensee shall pay for the licenxe herein granted such rea-
sonable anounl charges as may be fixed by the commisslen for the pur-
pose of reimbursing the Unitad Btates for the cost of administration
of the act in relation to water powers develo under its jurisdiction,
in the proportion that the water power developed by the project cov- -
ered by said license bears to the total water power develnped by all
ﬁ:ojecu under and for that purpose such charges may
readjusted from time to tlme. not oftener than once in two years;
the licensee shall also pay for the use and oecupation of a puhuc
lands and lands In reservations, except tribal cmly
Indian reservations, necessary for the dﬂd.omt ot the project cov-
ered by the license such reasonable annual charges based upon the aetual
value of the Government lands used as may be fixed by the commission ;
but in no event shall the annual charge for the foregoing exceed 25 cents
per developed ho wer : Provided, That when licenses are issued in-
volﬂ;{( the use of (Government dams or other structures owned by the
Unit Btat.ea or tribal lands embraced within Indian reservations the
mission shall fix a reasomab

com le: annual for the use thereof,

d such charges may bemdtmtﬂda the end of 20 years after the
baginnins of opmtionx at ods ar not less than years there-
after in a manner to be d in each license.

Mr. LENROOT. DMMr. President, before the amendment is
voted upon I wish to recall to the Senate that it is the amend-
ment which I discussed the other day at some length. Its only
purpose Is to deprive the Government under any conditions or
circnmstances from exacting an more than a nominal
compensation for the privilege granted by the license. If the
committee amendment is adopted it will be a clear gift of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars to the water-power corporations of
the country, without any return to the public.

It will be remembered that the conferees of the two Houses
at the last session agreed upon a conference report on a similar
bill, and that conference report, so far as compensation is con-
cerned, was substantially in the language of the House bill
which the Senate committee amendment seeks to amend. Under
the House Dill as it will stand, if the commiftee amendment is
not agreed to, discretion is vested in the commission to make a
charge for the power produced under the license. Now, it is
said that this will be a charge upon the consumer, but I pointed
out the other day that there are many, many eases where the
consumer will not get the benefit of a nominal rate, and to fall
to exact charge is merely to make a gift, without any considera-
tion whatever to licensees under the bill and of something for
which they themselves did not ask at the Iast session of Con-
gress. I should like to know how any Senator can justify a
provision depriving the Government of the United States from
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seeking compensation amounting to hundreds of millions of dol-
lars when it is not necessary, in order to secure the development
of the water powers of the country.

There are two classes of cases where a nominal charge can
not be reflected in the rate charged to the consumer or to the
public. It is a giving of a special privilege to this class of cor-
porations, and nothing more. Let me give the two illustrations
that I gave the other day.

Take the case of a city using, we will say, 10,000 horsepower
per day, produced by steam at a cost of $20 per horsepower,
There is a demand in that city for an additional 5,000 horse-
power, and there is a water-power project that will produce
that additional 5,000 horsepower., Suppose the bill is passed
and some one gets the license fo produce that 5,000 horsepower
to mcet the increasing demands in the city and that water
power can be produced for $10 per horsepower. Does anyone
think for a moment that with two-thirds of the consumers in
the city using steam power and one-third using water power
there will be one rate for one-third of the people of the city and
a rate twice as high for the other two-thirds? Of course not.
The rate will be the same, and it will be measured by the highest
horsepower cost that is furnished to the city. The result is that
any public-utility commission in the country would permit a
water-power utility to charge for the water power, that it pro-
duced at a cost of $10 per year, the same rate that is charged
for the steam power, costing $20 per year. The result is that
there is a gift to the company over and above a reasonable
return upon the investment; there is a gift to them of $10 per
horsepower per year. Who will stand here and justify that
ktiixld og a gift over and beyoml a reasonable return to the publie
utility

There is another class of cases that no regunlating commission

can by any possibility take care of, and that is the case where
there is a water-power utility which gets a license under the bill
and creates a vast amount of power, and alongside of that dany
that utility organizes a manufacturing corporation producing
fertilizer or fixed nitrogen. The only competition there is to-day
is Chilean nitrate. They can charge what they please up to
what the cost of the Chilean nitrate comes to. Suppose they get a
license. The purpose of the production of that power is not to
be sold to the general publie to be regulated by a public-utility
commission, but it is for the purpose of using that power them-
selves in manufacturing. Will anyone say that a State commis-
sion regulating the price that the.utility company shall charge
itself for the power that it itself uses affords any protection to
the public? Of course not. There is another illustration where
‘the only return that the public can receive is in the imposition
of a charge.
- What reason is there for givlng to the companies millions of
dollars that they never asked for at the last session of Congress?
We talk about the development of the water powers of the
country in the interest of the people, and I am heartily in accord
with that, but if we have water powers in the country, and we
have, nnd private capital Is to develop them, there should be no
further inducement to that private capital than is necessary to
secure the development. They are entitled to a fair return, they
are entitled to a liberal return, but when they have that, if we
are representing the public interest here and not the water-power
interests, we will take care fo see that the public will get the
benefit of these water powers in the United States.

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope that the Senate committee
amendment will not be agreed to, and I desire a yea-and-nay vote
upon the proposition in order that Senators may go on record
upon it. T ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr, NELSON. Mr. President, a favorite way of arguing some-
times is to state an extravagant and unreasonable case and then
to hold it up in holy horror and point out how dangerous it would
be to do what is proposed to be done, Now, what are the facts?
As a matter of law, aside from purposes of navigation, the use
of the water in the different streams of the several States belongs
to the people of those States and not to the Federal Government.
The argument insisted upon amounts to this: That the Federal
Government is to sell and to make a charge for water that does
not belong to it, but which belongs to the people of the States.
~ The Supreme Court long ago, more than 100 years ago, if I
Tecall correctly, or nearly that long ago, in the New Jersey case
laid down the principle in reference to navigable waters that
such waters belong to the people of the several States, and the
interest of the Federal Government in them is only that incident
to conserving navigation and commerce,
~ The Senator from Wisconsin insinuates that under the amend-
ment the bill proposes to give away millions of dollars of
the Nation's resources. It proposes nothing of the kind. The
people of the States where water powers are to be developed
will get the benefit of the development. We say in the amend-

ment—and that is the principle involved—that where a dam is
built by private capital, not by the money of the United States,
aside from administrative expenses, the expenses of approving
the plans and specifications and supervising the work, the Fed-
eral Government shall charge for no other expense; that if there
is any charge to be made, the authority to impose it lies in the
people of the several States. More than that, every time a
charge is added, the power developed is made more costly and
expensive to the consumer,

The Senator has referred to a few isolated cases that may exist
in the country where there may be water-power development
near an electrie-light plant which is operated by steam. Those
cases are very few and far between. I desire to say that where
water power is developed and electric power is thereby secured
in the neighborhood, it is not likely that any steam plant will
be started in competition with it, for it can not compete with it.

I am in favor of the amendment, and so is a majority of the
committee, because we believe that the people of the States are
the ones who are interested in and are entitled to compensation.
‘We believe that the people of the States should have the benefit
of it in two ways: First, if they desire to make a charge for the
use of the water, let them make -it, but they ecan reach it in
another and better way ; that is, by regulating, as the bill pro-
poses, the charge for furnishing electric power.

Why should the Federal Government charge the people of the
States for the use of water which belongs to them, where the
development is brought about by the capital of the people of the
State? Why should the Government charge more than for the
expenses involved in such a case?

Mr. President, it is said that there is a water-power trust;
that is continually held up before us. I have not seen any
water-power people; none of them has ever lahored with me
since I came to Congress. Long before this bill was pending,
when Mr., Roosevelt sent in his letter to the Committee on Com-
merce, our committee investigated the subject and came to the
conclusion that where, by private capital, a dam was built that
did not interfere with navigation but rather promoted it, then,
and in that event, outside of the administrative expenses, what-
ever charges were to be made for the use of the water were to
inure to the people of the States in one form or another; either
directly, if you choose, by way of compensation, or indirectly—
which, perhaps, would be the most usual course—by reduced
rates.

YWhat is the object of this proposition? It is to give a com-
mission here in Washington authority to exact millions in fees
out of the people of the States who have long been waiting to
secure water-power development. It is to force millions into the
Treasury of the United States. Where the Government itself
builds a dam, it is right enough to impose a charge for the Gov-
ernment's money invested in it; but in a case where the Govern-
ment does not invest a penny, and where the enterprise is really
in ald of navigation, I ask why should the people of the States
be mulcted and made to pay to the Federal Government for
property which the Federal Government does not own?

It can not be gainsaid or denied by any decision of the
Supreme Court or any legal authority in this country that, aside
from the purposes of commerce and navigation, the use of the
water in the several States belongs to the people of the States.
If it belongs to the people of the States, why should the Govern-
ment take the property of the people of the States, sell it to
them, and make them pay for it?

In cases where we give the Government control and say no
dam shall be constructed without the consent of the Gov-
ernment, that is done for the purpose of giving the Government
control of navigation. When we require that the plans and
specifications shall be submitted to the Government, we do
so in order to see that the Government's wishes in respect to
navigation are carried out.

We provide in this amendment that all expenses which the
Federal Government incurs in connection with water-power
development constructed by private capital shall be reimbursed
to the Federal Government so far as the expenses of examining
and approving the plan, supervising the work, and seeing that
it is executed properly are concerned. Beyond that we leave
the property of the State to the State, with the authority in
the State to determine whether a charge shall be imposed or
a reduction of rates effected. It goes without saying that all
the burdens put upon water power in these cases will ulti-
mately come out of the consumer in one form or another.
Throughout our country we have valuable water powers which,
when developed, the several States can regulate by fixing the
rate to be charged for the use of such power. If the Federal
Government is not allowed to exact tribute or royalty or tolls,
as it has been insisted by one class of men in this country it
should exact, the consumers in the States will get the benefit,
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Tt does no good to hold up a searecrow and say “ we are giving
away millions.” The Federal Government is not giving away
any of its property; it is simply consenting that the people
of the several States may use their own without paying
tribute to the Federal Government.

Mr. President, I do not care about entering further into the
discussion of this subject. I have gone through it time and
again; I have written several reports, both as a member of
the Committee on Commerce and as a member of the Committee
on the Judiciary; I have investigated this question from end
to end; and I have never yet found any legal authority for the
contention that the waters in the navigable streams in this coun-
try, outside of commerce and navigation, belong to the Federal
Government.

Reference has been made to the Chandler-Dunbar case; but
in that case Congress passed an act declaring that all the
water in the stream involved and all of the land beyond the
canal strip and the international boundary was needed for
the purposes of navigation, and hence that the Federal Govern-
ment had a right to take it, because they did so not for water-
power purposes but for the purposes of navigation.

Mr. President, I have briefly stated my views on this ques-
tion, and they are the views, I think, of most men who have
given the legal question any study. - Much has been made of
the fact that State utilities commissions and the States them-
selves would not be apt to reduce rates. That is assuming that
the authorities of the States will fail to do their duty. In
connection with that assumption is another one to which I
have already referred, namely, that in the case of many water-
power projects there will also be power plants generated by
steam.. That will happen only in a very few cases. As I said
a moment ago, if a water-power plant is installed in the first
instance, affording the people the cheap pewer which they ought
to have, steam power will never be installed side by side with it.

Mr. President, in this contention I am for the rights of the
public and of the people of the States. It is untrue that we are
making a gift to any water-power trust, as Senators insinuate.
e are, I repeat, simply giving the people of the States what is
their own, for which they do not owe a thing to the Federal
Government. It is simply becauseé the Federal Government
controls navigation that the people of the States have to come
to Congress and ask consent to develop water powers on navi-
gable streams. Because of that element the argument is made,
* Oh, yes ; we will give you consent; but, if you want consent, you
have got to pay for this whole thing, for the use of the entire
power,” as though it belonged to the Government of the United
States. “ We admit that the States have some property in these
waters, but inasmuch as you come here and want the privilege
of building dams you must pay for the entire value of the power
created, regardless of the question whether or not it belongs to
the Federal Government.”

I ean not agree to any such doctrine. While I am as strongly
in favor as any other Senator of sustaining the Federal Govern-
ment in peace and in war and at all times, I am equally inter-
ested in sustaining the power and authority and interests of the
several States. Our Union can only exist and be perpetuated
as the fathers ordained it by according not only to the Federal
Government its just rights but by according to the several
States of the Union and the people of those States the rights
and the property that belong to them.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I am not going to discuss the
legal right of the Government to charge a license fee. I be-
lieve that will be conceded. I am not going to enter into a
controversy with the Senator from Minnesota on the proposition
that the water does not belong to the Government of the United
States; but I do contend that since the dams can not be con-
structed and these water-power propositions developed without
the consent of the Federal Government, the Federal Government
has a legal right and a moral right to grant the concessions on
such terms as it may sece fit. It follows, therefore, that it has
a right to charge if it wants to.

I wounld be the last man in the world to make even any charge
if in all cases the people of the country got the full benefit. I
do not, however, agree with the contention that is made that
the people will get the full benefit. There might be instances
where they would; but the Senator from Wisconsin, I think,
has very clearly pointed out by way of illustration two or three
instances where it would not be done.

There are a great many other illustrations that might be
given. It does not necessarily follow, because part of the
power, we will say, for a city, is developed by steam-and part
by water, that that is the only instance. It may be, and it is
true, that a great many instances where the rates to be eharged

wust be the sume come from the development of various water
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powers in addition to steam ; and one may be expensive, and the
other much less expensive.

In the case that the Senator from Wisconsin puts, where a
part of the power for a city, let us say, is developed by steam
and costs $20 a horsepower, and the balance of the power is
dveloped by water that costs $10 a horsepower, when the civil
authorities of that State come to fix the charge that the con-
sumers of that power or that light must pay to the company
that develops it, they can not fix two rates. It must be one
rate, and they must fix a rate that will enable the company in
developing the power to make a reasonable interest return on
the investment in the steam plant. When they do that they
give them an exorbitant profit on that part of the power that
is developed by water.

The Senator from Minnesota says we are taking it away
from the people. Let us see. Take that illustration. Who is
going to get the difference? Why, of course, it follows that the
corporation or the individual or the partnership developing the
power, owning the steam plant and the water power is going to
get it, and upon the water-power part of the development it
is going to make an enormous profit. The people are not going
to get the benefit of it. The people are going to pay accord-
ing to the investment in the steam plant, the more expensive
part of the power that is necessary to give them electricity.

Now, how are you going to give it to the people? The metlod
provided by tlie House bill, the proposition argued by the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin, is in my judgment the only way in which
you can give it to the people. Let this commission in that
case charge a rate for a license for the development of the
power that comes from the water that will be sufficient to make
up the difference; otherwise the company developing the water
power would make all of the difference, and the people of the
immediate vieinity would get no benefit whatever from it.

How do the people get it? Later on in this bill, unless an-
other Senate amendment is agreed to that I think ought not to
be agreed to, it is provided how this license money gets back
to the people. It is turned over to the reclamation fund, to
the national forests, and to some other activities, all going to
the benefit of the people. Otherwise, the water-power people
get it, and the public get nothing.

There are a great many instances where water power is de-
veloped in some system from various dams where perhaps steam
has nothing to do with it. One is expensive, and the other is
not; but, since they are combined and used in the same busi-
ness, whatever it may be—it may not be a municipality ; it may
be sold to private users without the instrumentality of a
municipality—although it costs in one case twice as much as
in another, the rate to be charged must be the same. This de-
vice that is in the House bill, and which the Senate amendment
would take away, enables the commission to equalize that, and
to give back to the people in the way of a license fee that which
in one case would otherwise give them an exorbitant profit.

I agree with the Senator from Minnesota that I want to get
this to the people just as nearly as possible at cost; and if we
could have a case—and there will be many such—where the
development of a water power probably will supply some section
of the country completely, and it will not come in competition
with steam power or with some other water power that costs
more money to develop it, it will be the duty of the commission
in that case to charge a license fee that will be nominal, prob-
ably. The people in that case get the benefit of it; but in order
to safeguard it and let the people get the benefit of it in every
case, it seems to me it Is absolutely necessary that the commis-
sion should have the authority, and should exercise it, to charge
a license fee according to the conditions of each particular
project and each particular locality that must be supplied.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr, President, the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. Nersox], for whom, of course, I have the highest respect,
does not seem to distinguish between the people of a State
and a water-power corporation within that State. During the
course of his argument he assumed that a gift to a water-
power corporation was a gift to the people. I am not going to
stand in my place here and argue that a water-power corpora-
tion, a water-power utility, and the people of a State are the
same thing,

The Senator from Minnesota argues that we are depriving
the people of a State of something under this amendment,
Why, Mr. President, we are doing nothing but saving to the
people of a State some of the benefits of a resource over
which that State, as a member of this Union, has control
and giving it to special privilege, and you can not get away
from it.

_The Senator says we have no right, either legal or equitable,
to exact a charge when we are only giving our consent, and
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in the very next breath he admits that the Government itself
might erect every one of these dams and make a charge.
What is a licensee under this bill but an agent of the State?
And if the Governmeut itself could bulld these dams and
make a charge for the power produced, why can it not and
why should it not say to its agents, * Instead of your having
all that the Government might make out of this dam, you ghall
only have a pertion of it and the people of the United SBtates
shall retain the balance™?

The Senator made the old argument that the consumer would
have to pay a higher rate. If this discretion is vested in the
commission—and that is all that is proposed in the House bill—
I do not want to see anything more than a mominal charge in
any case where there is a general distribution of the power,
based upon a rate that will afford only a fair return upen the
eapital invested ; but 1 do want the commission to exercise that
discretion, so as to prevent these utilities in addition to get-
ting this fair return from making exorbitant returns .out of
the people of this country.

No, Mr. President; in my judgment there can be no defense
for the Senate amendment; and with all due respect to the
Senator from Minnesota, if one stands here representing the
publie interest I do not see how he can support this Sepate
amendment. It is true that these water-power interests want
to get all they can. I do not blame them for that. We are
the ones that are to blame if we give them all that they ask
for, and it ought to be a suflicient standard or guide as to
how much it is necessary to give them to secure development
when they said less than a year ago that they were willing to
develop the water powers of this country, with the right of
the commigsion to make a charge, just exactly as I now pro-
pose. Does the Senator from Minnesota now give any reason
why we should give these interests special privileges greater
than they were asking for last March? And if no reason ex-
ists, how ecan any Senator justify his vote for this Senate
amendment ?

I ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment, My. President.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I repel the insinuation in the
remarks of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LExroor] that we
who advocate this principle represent the water-power corpora-
tions or their interest. I have been in publie life n good many
years, and I never have had the insinuation thrown up against
me, directly or indirectly, that I represented any special infer-
est or had been willing to turn over the property of this Gov-
ernment into their hands. I have always, in my serviece here,
aimed to proteet not only the Government of the United States
but the rights of the people of the several Btates, and when the
Senator says he can not see how any man can vote for this
amendment he implies that the side that takes his view of the
ease is the only just xide, and that the other side is morally
wrong. That kind of an argument does not appeal fo me, and
T simply rise to protest against that form of argument.

Mr. LENROOT. My, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NELSON, I am through.

Mr. LENROOT. I just want to say that, of course, I never
said por did I ever intend to intimate that the Benator from
Minnesota represented any special inferest. I know him better
than that. We all know him better than that. I merely said,
and I reiterate, that the position he takes, however honest it
ma&r be, is clearly in the interest of the water-power companies,
and, in my judgment, against the interest of the public. I have
a right te my opinion. He, of course, has a right to his.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment of the committee, on which the yeas and nays have been
requested. Is the request seconded?

The yeas and pays were ordered, and the Reading Clerk pro-
ceaded to eall the roll.

Ar. NEWBERRY (when his name was ealled.) I am paired
with the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr, Beep] and with-
hold my vote.

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was called). Has the senior
Senateor from North Dakota [Mr, McCumuEr] voted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has not.

Mr, THOMAS, I transfer my pair with that Senator to the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] and vote “ nay."”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, Pmosmip I
transfer that pair to the Senator from Arizona [Mr, SayrH]
and vote “ nay.”

The voll call was concluded.

Mr, KENDRICK, I transfer my pair with the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Farrn] to the Senator from Nevada [Mr,
Prrryan] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. GRONNA. I wish fo announce that the senior Sexator
from Wisconsin [Mr. LA ForrerTe] is absent, due to illness. If
present he would vote “nay.”

Mr. DILLINGHAM. May I inqguire if the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. SmiTH] has voted?

The PRERIDING OFFICER. He has not voted.

Mr, DILIANGHAM. TThen I withhold my vote, having a gen-
eral pair with that Senator.

oth:rd'? EDGE. Has the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owex]
%

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has not.

Mr. EDGE. 1In his absence I will withhold my vote. If per-
mitted to vote I would vote “ yea." s

Mr. TRAMMELL, I desire to announce the unaveidable ab-
sence of my colleague, the senior Senator from Florida [Mr.
Frercarr] on account of illness.

Mr. WALSH of Montana (after having voted in the negative).
I voted, not knowing of the absence of my pair, the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. FreLingHUYSEN]. I transfer my pair to the
ﬁnﬁw from Texas [Mr. Curperson] and allow my vote to

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (after having voted in the affirmative).
I notice the absence of the Senater from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Kxox]. In hir absence I woted Inadvertently. I trapsfer my
pair with that Senator to the Senator from Arizona [Mr,
Asmursr] and let my vote stand.

Mr. BALL. I transfer my pair with the senior Benator from
Florida [Mr. Frercmer] to the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Curris] and vote “yea.”

Mr. EDGE. I transfer my pair with the SBenator from Okla-
homa [Mr. OweN] to the Benator from Maryland [Mr. F'rANCE]
and vote * yea."

Mr. GERRY. The Senator from Virginia [Mr., Swaxsox]
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS] are detained
from the Senate on aecount .of illness in their families.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. WorLcorr] is absent on
public business.

Mr, SMOOT.
ing pairs:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr, Erxixs] with the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS];

The Benator from Washingion [Mr. Joxes] with the Senator
from Virginia [Mr., Swansox];

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLEan] with the Bena-
tor from Montana [Mr. Myrrs] ;

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Townsesp] with the Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mr. Roeiwson]; and

‘The Senator from Indiana [Mr, WarsoN] with the Benator
from Delaware [Mr. Worcorr].

The result was announced—yens 28, nays 29, as follows:

I have been requested to announce the follow-

YEAR—28,
Ball Ed?e Nelson Spencer
EBankhead Hale ew Sterling
Borah Harding Overman Sutherland
Brandegee Jones, N. Mex. ggfe Underwood
Calder ]:m{*;e s Wadsworth
Chamberlain eNary Sherman Warren
Colt 0868 Bmoot Watson
NAYS—29,
Beckham Henderson McKellar Thomas
Ca‘;L)Fer Johnpson, 8B, Dak. Norris Trammell
Di Kendrick Nugent Walsh, Mass,
Gay Kenyon Walsh, Mont,
Gerry Keyes ell Willinms
Gronna King 821? rd
Harris Kirby k) L Ga.
Harrigson Lenroet Btanley
NOT VOTING—38.
Ashurst Frelinghuysen Mclenn Shields
Culberson T Myers mmons
Hitcheock Newberry Bmith, Ariz.
Curtis Johnson, Calif, Owen Bmith, Md.
Jones, Wash, Penrose Smith, 8. C.
ins Kellogg Pittman Swanson
1 Knox Poind Townsend
ald La Follette Pomerene Woleott
Fletcher McCormick Reed
France McCumber Robinson

So the amendment was rejected.
Mr. SMOOQT. Mr. President, I desire to reserve the right
for a vote upon this amendment when the bill reaches the
ate. %
se’??hi next amendment passed over was, on page 19, line 16, to
strike out “0O” and insert *200,” so as to read “mot more
than 200 horsepower.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment passed over was, on page 20, in line 21,
after the word * prohibited,” to strike out the remainder of ihe
paragraph and to inseri:

In issu. licenses for a minor part

onlg of a complete pru];ect, or
for a complete project of not more than 200

horsepower capacity, the

commission may, in its discretion, walve such conditions ovisions,
and requirements of thig act, ex the license fod of years, as

it may deem to be to the public interest to waive under the circum-

stances.
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Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I was called out on official
business and was unable to be present at the former vote. At
this time I suggest an amendment to the chairman, and hope
he may be able to accept it. I move to amend by adding at the
end of the bill the following:

Provided, That the provisions hereof shall not apply to lands within
an Indian reservation,

Mr. NELSON. I have no objection to the amendment sug-
gested by the Senator from Kansas.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the adoption
of the amendment offered by the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment passed
over will be stated.

The Reapine Crerx. The next amendment passed over is
on page 26. All the amendments are agreed to except on line
20, before the words * then the commission,” where the com-
mittee inserted * which is accepted.” -

Mr, NELSON. Mr, President, an amendment was adop
the other day, offered by the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Warsu], which covered a part, but not entirely all, of the pro-
vision from the word “Provided,” in line 17, page 26, down to the
word “ then,” in line 20. In order that I may perfeect the amend-
ment, I move to reconsider the vote on the amendment offered
by the Senator from Montana.

The motion to reconsider was agreed to.

Mr. NELSON. I now offer as a substitute for that amendment
the following:

Provided, That in the event the United States does mot exercise the
right to take over, or does not issue a license to a new licensee, or
tender a new license to the original licensee, upon the terms and con-
ditions aforesaid, which is accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the adoption
of the amendment offered by the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. This
is not a substitute for the amendment that was reconsidered.
If the Senator will strike out the words * which is accepted”
it will be, but the words * which is accepted ” have never been
_ agreed to, and we can take up that amendment later,

Mr. NELSON. There are other words that were not in the
amendment. The words “upon the terms and conditions”
were not in the amendment. I offer a substitute for the whole
par;agralgl from the word “Provided * down to the word “ then,”
in line 20.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, is it in order to offer in lieu
an amendment that covers two lines of a long proviso, a substi-
tute that covers-the entire paragraph, which contains amend-
ments that have been proposed and have never been acted
upon?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is first on the
amendment which has been reconsidered.

Mr. LENROOT. That is the question. Now, the Senator
from Minnesota offers an amendment which he terms a substi-
tute, which is not a substitute for that amendment, but is a
substitute for the entire proviso.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the
amendment which was reconsidered.

Mr. LENROOT. Yery well. I am in favor of that.

Mr. SMOOT. The amendment having been reconsidered, of
course the question before the Senate is as the Chair states,
but the Senator from Minnesota offers a substitute for the
amendment now before the Senate, and under the rules he has
a right to do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has a right to offer it, but
not as a substitute. The Secretary will read the proviso.

T" » Reading Clerk read as follows :

Provided, That in the event the United States does not exercise the
right to take over or does not issue a license to a nmew licensee or
tender a new license to the original licensee——

Mr. SMOOT. *“ Upon the terms and conditions.”

Mr. NELSON. That is as far as the amendment of the
Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsa] went. My substitute
includes that and then includes the words “ upon the terms and
conditions aforesaid” and the words *which is accepted.”
The amendment is now before the Senate and I have a right
to offer a substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a substitute for the
amendment, but the Senator, as the Chair understands, offers
in addition to that to amend the text.

Mr. SMOOT. To bring the question directly before the
Senate, if the Senator will offer an amendment to that amend-
ment by adding the words “upon the terms and conditions
aforesaid, which is accepted "——

Mr. LENROOT. * Which is accepted ” is already pending as
2 Senate committee amendment.

Mr. NELSON. I offer that as an amendment or substitute.
A substitute is simply an amendment, I offer it as an amend-
ment to the amendment of the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Warsu], and it differs from that in including the words “ upon
the terms and conditions aforesaid, which are accepted.”

Mr. LENROOT. Why should the Senator be unwilling to let
the Senate act separately upon the words “ which are accepted 7
There is no objection to his proposal for the substitution of
those words. Why should the Senator be unwilling to have
the Senate have a yea-and-nay vote on the words * which is
accepted "7

Mr. WALSH of Montana. May I suggest that the Senator
can accomplish that by asking for a division of the question?

Mr. LENROOT. That probably can be done, but may we have
the Secretary read the proviso as it would read if adopted?

The Reading Clerk read as follows:

Provided, That in the event that the United States does not exercise
the right to take over or does not issue a license to a new licensee or
tender a license to the original licensee upon the terms and conditions
aforesald—

Mr. LENROOT. Let us adopt that.

Mr. SMOOT. Why not allow the Senator from Minnesota to
make a motion now to amend the amendment? The result will
be exactly the same. If we vote to accept the amendment to
the amendment it then becomes a part of the amendment, and
then it will be adopted as a whole,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I think the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. Nerson] does not understand the parliamentary
situation to be the same as that disclosed by what the Clerk
has read. The proviso read by the Clerk as the amendment
would be agreed to does not contain the words “ which is
accepted.” If the Chair holds that the Senator from Minnesota
has the right to offer what he has offered as a substitute, then
I want to have an opportunity to make a motion to amend tho
substitute by striking out the words * which is accepted.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair holds that the
amendment offered by the committee inserting the words * which
is accepted ” is the question now pending.

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Chair, but the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. Nerson] did not understand it that way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment which was
adopted has been reconsidered and the Senator from Minne.
sota has offered a substitute for the amendment heretofora
adopted.

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Chair hold that he ean do that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair thinks not.

Mr. NORRIS. That is all I want to know. That makes iv
clear.

Mr, SMOOT. There is no guestion but that the Senator fronmx
Minnesota can offer an amendment to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He can offer an amendment to
the amendment.

Mr. NORRIS. Let me make a suggestion to the Senator from
Utah. Here we have a committee amendment pending, the
words “ which is accepted.” Suppose the Senator from Minne-
sota offers his amendment to the amendment of the Senator
from Montana, why do we want to have the amendment pend-
ing to the amendment of the Senator from Montana, and have
also pending the committee amendment? We ought to have one
vote on it and let that end it. I do not care at which place it
comes, but I do not think it is quite fair to propose it first as
an amendment to the amendment of the Senator from Montana,
when there is already pending before the Senate a committee
amendment. Why not adopt the amendment of the Senator
from Montana, and then we will come to the other amendment
that is pending and can vote on it, and it will show the sense
of the Senate when that vote is taken.

Mr. SMOOT. If we adopt the amendment now, then thoa
amendment can not be offered to that amendment in the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, yes; a substitute can be offered for the
whole thing. :

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; a substitute can be offered for the whole
thing, but we have already passed upon all of it except the
three words “ which is accepted.”

Mr. LENROOT. No; that is not true. The Senator has an
amendment to which there is no objection, inserting * upon such
terms and conditions.”

Mr. SMOOT. I understand the amendment of the Senator
from Montana adds the words “ upon the terms and conditions
aforesaid.”

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, no.

Mr. SMOOT. Then the statement made by the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Nokeis] was hardly correct when he said “ which
is accepted ” is the only question.
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Mr, NORRIS, That is all there is in dispute here.

Mr. NELSON. If the amendment of the Senator from Mon-
tana is read it will be found that it covers everything as the
hill was reported, except the werds “upon the terms and con-
ditions aforesaid ” and the words * which is accepted.” Those
are the two clauses added. He offered that amendment to the
proviso. I moved to reconsider the amendment, and it was
reconsidered. Now I have a right to offer an amendment to
that amendment or to move a substitute for it as an entirety,

AMr. LENROOT. Dees the Senator offer it as a substitute?

Mr. NELSON. I offer it as a substitute.

Mr. LENROOT. Then I ask for a vote upon Aae pending
cominittee aimendment before the substitute is voted upon. We
have a right te perfect it first,

Mr. NONIRIS. The Chair has held that he could mot offer it.

Mr. SMOOT, I think the Chair is right as to the substitute
but not as to the amendment. If the Senator from Minnesota
desires to offer it as an gwendment to the amendment, then it
would be within the rule.

Mr. NELSON. That is what I do. I offer it is an amend-
ment to the amendment of the Senater from Montana. We had
the proviso before us the other day, and the 8enator frem Mon-
tana moved an amendment to that paragraph of the bill. I
asked to-day to have that amendment reconsidered, and it was
reconsidered. I new offer an amendment to his amendment,
which is proper. When we had the bill under comsideration
that amendment was in order, and now when the amendment is
reconsidered I have a right te offer an amendment to the amend-
ment, There can net be any doubt about it.

Mr. LENROOT. If the Senator from Minnesotn offers the
amendment, I make the point of erder that it is in fact a sub-
stitute, and we are entitled to perfect the text as proposed by
the committee before veting upon his substitute.

Mr. SMOOT. To vote mpon the amendment offered by the
Senater frem Minnesota is to perfeet the text, and a vote to
perfect the text comes before a vote upon the gquestion itself.

Mr. LENROOT. No; there is a Benate committee amendment
pending upon which we are entitled to have a vete before we
vote mpon anything striking that out.

Mr. BMOOT. The Senator will get a vote directly upon the
words * which is aceepted ” by woting for or against the amend-
ment of the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I am surprised that the pro-
ponents of this proposition are for some reason unwilling to
have the Senate vote upon the sole guestion whetbher we shall
make this a perpetual franchise,

Myr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I wish to say that the propo-
nents of the measure have no idea of preventing a vote. If we
vote now upon the motion made by the Senator from Minnesota
we vote directly upom that question. When we vote on the
amendment to the amendment offered by the Senator from Mon-
tana, and that is disposed of, if it is earried, then we would vete
on whether we shall substitute that for the commitiee amend-
ment. So we get not one vote bui two straight votes,

Mr. LENROQT. The Senator from Utah is entirely wrong.
The amendment proposed by the Senator from Minnesota we
are in faver of in part and in part we are oppesed to if.

Mr. SMOOT. Then all the Senator has to do is to ask for a
division. There will be no question about it.

Mr. LENROOT. Why do the Senaior frem Minpesota and the
Benator from Utah object to having a straight vote upon the
words “ which is accepted,” as contained in the Senate bill?

Ar. SMOOT. The Benator from Utah does not object

Mr. LENROOT. Then why does the Senator from Minnesota

ect?
b?lr. SMOOT. I do not think the Senstor from Alinnesets
objects.

Mr. LENBROOT. Then why niot consent to omitting the words
* which is accepted " from the amendment? Then we will adopt
that amendment and vote on the other separately.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, a parliamenfary
inquiry. Assuming the substitute proposed by the Senator from
Minnesota to be in order, I inquire of the Chair whether it is
open to a division so that a separate vote can be had upon all
the substitute except the words * which is accepted” and a
separate vote upen that part of the substitute?

The PRESIDING OFIFICER. The Chair so holds.

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
proceed in that way?

Mr. LENROOT. I am perfectly willing to accept the ruling of
the Chair, but it is very clear it is not open to a division, because
there are not substantive propositions, each of which may stand
alone, which is the rule regarding the division of questions.
* Which is accepted,” if the other portion of the amendmnent
were not voted upon, would mean nothing,

Then why should we hesitate to

Mr, NORRIS. A parliamentary inguiry, Mr. President, Has
not the Chair already decided that the substitute offered by the
Senafor from Minnesota can not contain the words “ which is
accepted " ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The amendment was pe-
considered, and the Senator offered his substitute, and the Chair
decided that the Senator could not include in that substitute an
amendment proposed by the committee that has not been acted
upon.

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate has n right to pass
upon the commitiee amendinents,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Presideat, then I understand that the
Senator from Minnesota offers it as an amendment, and the
Chair holds that he can inelude in it the words indicated?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Benator ean offer any
amendment he desires to the bill in order to perfect its text.

Mr. NORRIS. As a matter of fact, the Senator from Minne-
sota offered it as a substitute, and so stated at the time. T am
interested in making this inguiry for the reason that I make
the point that it is a substitute. I do not care what it is called ;
you ean not make it anything else by calling it something else,
I wish to eall the attention of the Chair to the fact that if it is
a substitute and the Chair should held that the Senator had a
right to include In the substitute the words “ which is accepted,”
then I was going to make n motion te amend the substitute by
striking out those words. If it is offered as an amendment—if
such a thing were possible—then it is not subject to further
amendment, for it is already an amendment to an amendment,
which, under the rules of the Senate, can not be amended.

YWhen all Senators concede that the only thing in dispute here
or anywhere, go far as I know, is whether the words “ which is
accepted ” shall be included or excluded from the legislation,
why should we not have a vote directly on that proposition?
No Senator objects te the remainder of the proposal of the Ben-
ator from Minnesota ; it is conceded, I think, by everybody that
it is all right and we are all ready to vote for it; but I do not
like the idea, whether intended or not—and I do not presume it
is so intended, though it has that effect—of saying, “ We will
offer this first as a substitute ; then if the Chair holds that it is*
not a substitute, we shall offer it as ap amendment ; we will put
these words in; and we will thereby make it out of order to
move to strike them out " ; 8o that some of us will have {o vote
for something that we do net want in order to get something
that we do want. If the amendment should be agreed to, it
becomes a part of the bill, and it would not make any difference
what happened to the committee amendment; nobody woeuld
eare. Those who are behind the bill would be agreed that it
should be defeated, because the objectionable words would be
already included in the bill. If the Chair is going to hold to
that effect, Senators who are in favor of the amendment, but
opposed to the portion of it ineluding the words “ which Is ac-
eepted,” will be put in the attitude where there never will be
an opportunity to vote direetly upon that proposition and have
the vote count.

I repeat we are in favor of the remainder of the amendment;
but if we agree to the words te which I have referred, we put
them in the bill. Then the Chair will gay, *“ The next amend-
ment is the committee amendment, found on line 20, to include
the words * which is accepted.'” It can then be said, “ Why,
yes; we will vote with you and strike that ounf, becaugse we have
already inserted it in the other amendment.” 1 hope we are not
going to place the Senate in that kind of a parliamentary pre-
dicament, swhere those who want to strike that language out are
not going to lave an opportunity to do so and have their action
effective. The words objected to are going to be put in the bill
twice—that is the effect of the procedure here—and they are
going to be put in in eonneetion with other words which all
Senators desire to have inserted, under a parlianmentary pro-
cedure under which it is not in order to strike the words out
of the amendment. If a Senator had no idea whatever about
parliamentary procedure, common justice would demonstrate
that that would be so unfair and so unreasonable that it could
not stand anywhere,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair thinks unquestion-
ably that the Senate has a right to pass upon the committee
amendment.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Senator from Nebraska
[ALr. Norris] makes a distinction between a substitute and an
amendment. A substitute is only an amendment. If a measure
is pending and a substitute is offered for it, it Is simply an
amendment. There is no distinction in fhe parlinmentary situ-
ation between a substitute and an amendment. We use the
term * substitute,” but it simply means an amendment, If Sen-
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ators do not like the amendment I have offered, they can vote
it down, and then offer another amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment offered by the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I ask for a divi-
sion of the question. I request a vote on all of the amend-
ment except the words * which is accepted.”

MNr. NELSON. I have no objection, Mr, President, to divid-
ing the guestion; but I do object to the charges and insinua-
tions made by the Senator from Wisconsin,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands there
is no objection to the adoption of that part of the substitute
offered by the Senator from AMinnesota which dees not include
the words “which is accepted.” If there is no objection, the
amendment, with the exception of the words indieated, stands
adopted by the Senate. Then the question recurs on agreeing
to the words “ which is accepted.”

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, just a word upon this
amendment, I desire again to reiterate that in the position
which I take, I do not wish to reflect in the slightest degree
upon the good faith of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
Nersox]. But having said that, T must be permitted to ex-
press myself most freely upon the effect of the Senator’s course,
so far as the public interest is concerned.

I desire to say, Mr. President, just a word now to the Ben-
ators on this side of the aisle. There is nothing that has come
up within the last 12 months, if this amendment be adopted
which the Senator now proposes, that will be a greater reflec-
tion upon the Republican Party than the action of the Senate
here to-day in connection with the other amendment, which
fortunately was lost by one vote.

Mr, President, it is not long agoe that the Senate took action
with reference to special privilege toward labor; it Is not very
long ago that the Senate incorporated in the railroad bill an
antistrike clause. We found many Senators then declaiming
against special privilege; but where are those SBenators now
when it comes to n special privilege to organized wealth in this
country? Where are those Senators this afternoon when it is
proposed by these amendments to give away the most valu-
able resources remaining in the control of the people of the
United States; giving them away not for 50 years, but if the
amendment which is now proposed be accepted, if we do not
strike out the words “ which is accepted,” giving them away
forever? Oh, what a record the Senate will make this after-
noon if it adopts the amendment proposed by the Senator from
Minnesota !

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, if the Senator will explain
a little more fully why it is that he thinks these special privi-
leges are given away by the use of the words “which is ac-
cepted,” I shall be glad to hear him. My attention has been
called only lately to this proposed amendment. I did not hear
the discussion of the amendment of the Benator from Montana
the other day.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I shall be very glad to accede
to the request of the Sepator from South Dakotan. Under the
previous sections of this biil it is proposed—and of that I am
in favor—to grant a license for a term of 50 years for the de-
velopment of navigation and water power. We are all in favor
of that; but then we come {o the proviso—

That in the event the United Btates does not exercise the right to
tako over—

I am reading now from the text of the bill, and the amend-
ment does not change this feature in any respect—
or does not tender a new llicense on reasenable terms fo the original or
a mew licensee which is accepted, then the commission sball issue from
year to year an annual license to the then licensee under the terms and
eonditions of the 1 license until the property is taken over or a
new license is issued as afo

Mr. STERLING. The amendment of the Senator from Mon-
tana, as I understand, proposed to strike out the words “on
reasonable terms.”

Mr. LENROOT. “On terms and conditions as aforesaid.”
That will be the Senator's amendment, and I have no objection
to that.

Mr, STERLING. But the words “on reasonable terms,” in
line 19, are to be strickem out, according to the amendment of
the Sepator from Montana.

Mr, LENROOT. Those words are to be stricken out. The
Senator, I take it, wants to know in what way this becomes a
perpetual franchise?

Mr, STERLING. Yes.

Mr. LENROOT. Under this proviso there are three things
that may oceur. The United States may take over the plant
and pay the net investment and severance damages. I showed
the other day that it might easily be that the severance dam-
ngrs under the bill with this proviso would be more than the

cost of the entire project. The Government might take it over !
itself, or it might issue a new license to a new licensee; but if
it did tbat the new licensee would have to pay exactly what
the Government would have to pay, and neither the Governmem
nor the new licensee under the terms of this bill can ever take
it over at what it cost the original licensee, or ever take it ot
what it Is worth either to the Government or to any third per-
son, because the severance damages constitute no element of
value; the new licensee gets nothing of value in money which
he is required to pay for severance damages. So the Govern-
ment would not take it over, and the new licensee would nof
take it over. i

Then what happens? It is provided in the first part of the
section that a new license may be tendered the original licensee
under such terms and conditions as may be aunthorized or re-
quired under then existing laws and regulations. Now comes
the proviso that if the Government does not take it over, or a
new license is not issued to a new licensee, or a new license
tendered to the original licensee which is accepted, then a license
shall be issued from year to year.

Mr. STERLING. May I ask the Senator from Wisconsin
must there not be in any event an accepfance of the tender of
the Government?

Mr. LENROOT. No; they will get a license from year to
year, Lgp!ng on forever, by simply saying, “We will refuse to
accept.”

Mr. S‘]ERIJNG Will it go on forever, may I ask the
Senator?
wim LENROOT. Unless the Government takes it over, it

Mr. STERLING.
time, can it not?

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, yes; of course it can, by paying, as I
just stated, not only all that was invested in it but such
severance s as may be allowed. As I said the other
day, it is a curious fact, Mr. President, that most of those
who argue that this is a protection to the Government because
the Government has the right fo take over the project, when
you ask the question whether they are in favor of Government
ownership of these utilities will say “ No.” ‘What becomes of
the sincerity of such an argument as that? So this is, for
all practical purposes, a perpetual license, unless the Govern-
ment itself shall go into the business not only of taking over
water powers bu mto the general public-utility business of
furnishing power and light and beat to the people of this
country.

80, Mr. President, unless the words * which is accepted”
are stricken out of the bill, the record that will be made to-day
will be the granting of etual franchises to these water-
power utilities, beyond the power far all time to come of regula-
tion or compensation in the public interest. I should be sorry
to see any such record made here to-day, whereby the Repub-
lican Party, so far as it is represented in the Senate of the
United States, shall take a position against special privilege
to labor and to the men who toil but in favor of special privilege
and perpetual franchises to the wealth of this country.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I can not understand why the
Senator from Wisconsin claims that there is a perpetual license
granted nunder the provisions of this bill if the words “ which
is accepled ” remain a part of it. I can not see that special
privileges are granted to the capitalistic class of America, the
men who advance the money for the building of these plants
and the establishment of this industry, I have tried to follow
the Senator very carefully in what he says, but it is impossible
for me to see this question as he has portrayed it.

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. LENROOT. If the license is not accepted under the
proviso, what happens?

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator allow me to come to that in
the way I intended to? I will gladly answer it then.

Mr. LENROOT. To be sure.

Mr. SMOOT. In the first place, I want it distinctly under-
stood that I am not in accord with the statement made that
the bill gives away the last of the natural resources of the
country. The bill gives away nothing, The eompany shich
develops a water power secures the money for so doing and
runs all of the chances of the enterprise being a success or a
failure. The Government of the United States takes no chanees
whatever. If it is not a paying propesition, the Government of
the United States would still collect as mueh money as the
contract calls for for every horsepower that is developed upon
the project. Not only that, but the price at which the power

The Government can take it over at any
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can be sold is to be fixed, regulated, and controlled by officials
of the Government; and I now state, as far as I am personally
concerned, I would not want to take any interest whatever in
any power project that may be undertaken under the provi-
sions of the pending bill.

The pending bill is a compromise measure, just the same as

the leasing bill was a compromise measure, and agreed to with
‘a hope of future development of the natural resources of our
Western States, which at the present time and for years past
have been locked up and the situation absolutely controlled by
the bureaus here in the departments at Washington, so that all
development of water power ceased. If any person or persons
undertake to develop a water power, even though the site be
upon lands not withdrawn from entry, as soon as the announce-
ment is made by the party who has concluded that a power
plant could be successfully established, the Government of the
United States, no matter how much money he has spent upon
his preliminary work, immediately withdraws it, and all im-
provement ceases.

So, Mr. President, there Is not very much of a gift found in
the provision of the pending bill, and there never can be a very
great profit made out of any project developed under it. I
think that more benefit will come to the country by the passage
of this bill from power plants developed upon navigable
streams of this country than in the sparsely settled Western
States, where the great inland water powers can be developed.
I know of electric power companies investing large amounts of
money in the development of power, and it has taken 10 years or
more before even the running expenses of the company could
be paid from the revenues received from the sale of the power.

1 am not objecting to the regulation on the part of the Gov-
ernment, as provided in the bill ; but I do think that every charge
that is imposed upon every horse power generated will be
passed on to the consumer, and at the same time the people liv-
ing in the States where these power sites are located prevented
from collecting taxes from withdrawn lands, in some cases
reaching as high as 76 per cent of the area of the State, and
that being so you can readily see that all the expenses of main-
taining an orderly form of government must be met by the im-
position of taxes upon the industries and improvements of the

remaining 24 per cent of the area of the State. The Government

of the United States holds its hand over that 76 per cent. No
taxes can be imposed, no development can be made, and the
State is barred from receiving any benefits of taxation.

The Senator asks if the Government does not take over the
license at the end of 50 years, what is going to happen? If a
new licensee does not take it over at the end of 50 years, what is
going to happen? Why, Mr, President, if the Government will
not take over the plant at the end of 50 years, and if it can not
find a new licensee, it will be operated by the owners from year
to year until the Government does take it over or finds a new
licensee. What reason for complaint has the Government or
the people if the plant is so uninviting that a new licensee can
not be found or the Government itself decides it is not worth
the taking over?

Why, Mr. President, is the privilege of allowing the owners of
the plant to run it another year a special favor, a special
privilege to the company that has put its money into the busi-
ness and operated it for 50 years? Nonsense! The company
may only be making a profit of 1 per cent. It may be that it
is making no profit at all, and under such conditions a new
licensee would not want to take it over. Why should he? He
can find better use for his money, If it is in such condition
that the Government will not take it over, what disadvantage
is there to the Government or the people if the man who has
developed the property runs it for another year, and at the end
of just one year's extension, if the Government will not take it
over or a new licensee can not be found that will take it over, who
is going to be hurt if it is operated by the owners? The Govern-
ment will be getting its charges for another year. Every 12
months the same question will arise. Does any Senator think
for a minute that a concern operating a plant of that kind wants
to be put in that position, that it knows nothing about what is
going to happen to its business at the end of every 12 months?

I want to say that the result will be that when a company con-
structs one of these plants, unless at the end of 50 years the
Government wants to take it over, and it is profitable to do so,
or unless the Government can find a new licensee, you can de-
pend upon it that there has not been very much profit for the
man who is operating it under the G60-year lease.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. LENROOT. Would the Senator be willing, then, to vote
for an amendment striking out the provision with reference to

severance damages, so that the Government or a new licensea
might take over this property at what it was worth to them?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the severance damages are
nothing more than any honest man in a transfer of such prop-
erty would agree to with any honest purchaser. It is nothing
more nor less than the Government agreeing that in the sever-
ance of the property from the original licensee, whatever dam-
ages there might be should be paid by the Government in case the
Government takes over the property, or the new licensee if
there should be one, and I say that no honest person can object
to that principle,

Mr. LENROOT. . What would the new licensce get for the
severance damaged that he would have to pay?

Mr. SMOOT. He would get whatever value the required sey-
erance was to him, and that would be the severance damagze
to the builder of the plant. Mr. President, I want to say that
all of the disadvantages in building the plant, the time it took
to build up a demand for the power, and all of the burdensome
unseen expenses of starting any kind of a business like the
ones contemplated under this bill fall upon the original licensee,
The man who asks for the second license has nothing like thisg
to pass through. The business, if it is successful, is established
at that time. He steps in without an effort, and it does seem
to me he should be perfectly willing to pay a reasonable price,
as the bill provides, whenever the property is transferred to
him as a new licensee.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator understands he has to pay all
those expenses, too, does he not?

Mr. SMOOT. Well, there is not any question of a doubt
whatever that the severance of the property will be decided
between the Government of the United States, or the man who
first built the plant and put it into operation, and the new licensee.
The original promoter of the business, if he remains in it for
50 years, or, if he does not, his successors in business, are never
going to secure any advantage in the severance of it, and I
say now that if the Government of the United States at the
end of 50 years does not take over the property there will be
some good reason for it. If the Government of the United States
can not find a new licensee to take over the property there will be
some good reason for it, and that reason will be that it will neither
pay the Government of the United States nor pay a new licensec
to do so. So every interest of the Government is protected, and
every interest of the new licensee, if there be one, will be pro-
tected ; and it seems to me that all that the severance provi-
sion does is to protect the first licensee, who took the first step to
establish the industry. I know there is no man living who wouldl
say that he should not be protected in this, and that ig all the
bill does. :

In relation to the words “ which is accepted,” what does it
mean and what is the result of their use? I can not see the
result as portrayed by the Senator from Wisconsin. They mean
that if a new licensee is not found that will accept the terms
offered by the Government, then the original licensee can proceed
from year to year to operate the plant. Do not think for a
minute that that is a favorable position for the licensee to be in
with ten millions of dollars invested or one million or whatever
the amount may be, not knowing whether he will be allowed to
operate on the 2d day of January of each year. I say that every
endeavor would be made and every point stretched to the limit
by the original licensee to keep the plant in operation. The
original licensee is entitled to know if the offer of the Govern-
ment to the second licensee is accepted ; then I say that the words
“ which is accepted " ought to be in this bill, for not only the pro-
tection of the man who has put his money into the concern and
made it a going concern for 50 years, but also, it seems to me,
Mr. President, it is nothing more than right between the Govern-
ment of the United States and a second licensee. Why should
it not be known that it is acceptable to the new licensee? If a
licensee will not accept it, why should the original licensee be
deprived of operating the plant year by year? Do you want
it to stand idle? Do you want it to go to rack and ruin until
some new licensee is found by the Government?

That is all there is to it, Mr. President, and I hope and trust
the amendment offered by the Senator from Minnesota will be
agreed to by the Senate.

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, I believe that after all argu-
ment is sifted down and we have gotten to the bottem, this is
a question as to whether we want to give a perpetual lease or a
limited lease.

The Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] has made an extensive
and an able argument, and I believe that if it is analyzed, if he
‘vould analyze it himself as he usually analyzes other people’s
arguments he would have to reach the conclusion that this lan-~
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guage if kept in the bill means that instead of issuing a license
for 50 years, we ought to put in the bill 4 provision for a
perpetual license and be done with it at once. The Senator's
argument leads in that direction, and there can be a great deal
of argument offered in'favor of the proposition that the license
should be perpetual. I am not in favor of it, but I know that
lots of good men are, and you can malke the same argument for
a license as the Senator has made for these words.

He asks what difference it would make when the 50 years are
up if the man has another year, and when that year is up he
has another, dnd so on. It might not make any, Mr. President.
The Government might be willing to do that. But if we are
going tolimit these leases to 50 years, then the Government onght
to have the right at the end of the G0 years to say something
about a new license, or what should be done with the property.
Either that or meet the question squarely and say, “ Let us have
a perpetual license.”

The Senator from Utah is not in favor of the Government
taking over these properties. He will be here, I suppose, 50
years from now—I hope he will—sitting in the same chair where
he is now, leading the Senate, and the country to a great extent,
as he is now, studying all these questions as he studies them
now, as diligently as any man in the United States. He will be
here at that time, and he will say, “ The Government must not
talce over these properties. The Government must not go into
this Dusiness.”

The answer is, if the Government does not do it the man goes
on from year to'year on his own terms. So it will reduce itself
to this: This corporation that has operated a water power for
50 years, when the time expires and the Government presents
its new lease, will decide the question on this basis, and very
properly ; T am not finding fault with them at all: “Is the new
lease better for us than the old? If it is, we will take it; if
it is not, we will refuse to take it, because if we refuse to take
it, under the law passed 50 years ago, we are entitled to have
it from' year to year under those terms.”

Thatis the right they will have at the end of the 50 years.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator leaves out one very important
thing in the statement he has just made: The bill provides for
a new licensee,.

Mr, NORRIS. Yes. :

Mr, SMOOT. And the Government is not compelled to grant
tlie license to the original licensee. A new licensee can make a
new application, and if his application offers more than what
tlie original licensee would pay, the Senator does not think for
a moment but what the Government of the United States would
grant it to the new licensee?

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator does not call attention, however,
to the fact that this law which we are now passing is so cir-
cumseribed that the new licensee will have some disadvantages.
He will have fo pay some things {hat he probably would not
want to pay. He will probably refuse to comply with the law
in regard to'severance damages and in regard to carrying out
the contracts that the old corporation has made, and unless
he does'agree to stand for those things he will stand nowhere;
he' will not have any opportunity to lease it, and he can not be
?h ltclensee, because those are the things he has to assume under

e InwW.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that the original
Ticensee would: have the same contracts to meet. He has made
them, and he would have to comply with them entirely if he took
it. So they are on the same footing there.

Mr. NORRIS. Noj; they are not on the same footing there.
T can tell’ the Senator why I think they are not on the same
footing:.. However, there is another thing that the new licensee
would have to pay that the old licensee, of course, would not
have to pay, and’ that would be the severance damages. When
the 50-year period is somewhere near up, if this corporation de-
sires to retain the control of it, or to make it difficult for any
other corporation’' to take over the property and enter into a
new contract with' the Government of the United States, they
could enter into a' good many contracts with corporations that
in effect would be themselves, which would be burdensome. It
is true those contracts would have to be approved by the com-
mission ;' but the commission is nmot going to criticize them or
hold them up or refuse to permit a contract to be made. If
they' make a contract that does not seem favorable to them-
selves, they will be supposed to' be looking after their own in-
terests; and another corporation, practically composed of the
same men, perhaps, could easily be given a contract that would
be extremely advantageous. It would not make any difference
to this old corporation, the other one making a contract with
thiem, the existing licensee, because for them it would be taking
money out of one pocket and' putting it into another. If they
sold themselves power at less than cost, they would lose on the

one side, but they would make it all back on the other. If they
had some contracts likke that—and tliey would very likely, at
the expiration of the 50 years, have them in readiness for just
this kind of emergency—then the new licensee, if he toolk it
over, would have to assume them, and they wounld be able themn,
if the new licensee was foolish enough: to assume them, to go on
with' their other corporation and get their eléctrie light or thelr
hydroelectric power, or whatever it might be, at a very much
reduced rate.

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Colorado?

Mr. NORRIS. I yleld.

Mr. PHIPPS. I should like to inguire if the Sengtor is fa-
miliar with the operations in apy State having a public-utilities
board, where a company is privileged to make a contract at a
certain rate for hydroelectric power to one company and exact
different rates from another company, under practicaily similar
conditions?

Mr: NORRIS, What is the Senator’s question?

Mr. PHIPPS. The point is that public-utilities commissions
can not make rates to one company and refuse the same rates to
other companies in the same line of business or using the same
amount of power. In other words, they can not make one rate
g ttl;emselves and different rates to the public. Is not that the

e :

Mr, NORRIS. I suppose that is very often the fact. Buf a
subsidiary eompany, composed of the same men who own: the
original parent corporation, might have—Iit would be very easy
for them to have—a case where they were getting the only
contract in a particular line, and all other contracts with other
men, or municipalities, or corporations were entirely of a dif-
ferent nature. And so, if they made a contract of that kind
with that kind of a corporation; they would not impugn that
kind of law if such a law exists.

Mr, PHIPPS. Then I should like to inguire of the Senafor
if it is not a fact that not only the earnings of the parent cor-
poration but also the earnings of the subsidiary companies
are limited to a certain rate per cent on the actual value of the
property and the investment in the business?

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator ask me if that is always the
case?
Mr. PHIPPS., I ask if the Senator knows of any State hav-

ing a publi¢ utilities commission where that is not the case?

Mr, NORRIS. That is sometimes the case and sometimes
not. If I understand the Senator's question, I do not know that
it has any application to what I am discussing here,

Mr, LENROOT. I would like to ask the Senator from Colo-
rado if he can name a single case where a State nnderfakes to
regulate the rates and products of a corporation the subsidinry
of a manufacturing corporation?

Mr. PHIPPS. If the Senator will tell me where there s a
manufacturing corporation that is subsidiary fo a hydroelectrie
power’ corporation, I will underfake to answer his question.. -

Mr, LENROOT. There may be many.

Mr. PHIPPS. To my knowledge to-day, if such companies®
should come into existence I have no doubt that the States
would well be able, through their legislatures, to take care of
théir proper regulation, as they have demonstrated their
ability to regulate the business of hydroelectrie power com-
panies.

Mr. NORRIS. I think some of them will—I have no doubt
of it. I am not finding fault with any State. I hope they all
will. Some of them will'not. But as a matter of fact, whether
they do or whether they do not, a corporation that would have
an advantageous contract would not necessarily be'a subsidiary
of the parent corporation. The stock might be abselutely inde-
pendent and in no way connected with it except that the men
or the interests who owned one might own the other. ’

Mr. PHIPPS. It seems to me that the Senator is setting up
a supposititious ease which is not at all likely to ever happen.
But as it i1s possible, although not at all probable, it did seem
to me that the case would well be met by the legislative bodies,
who have shown their ability to handle cases just as difficult
and just as intricate: I can not understand why the Senator
seems to insist upon the power companies, at the expiration
of' the 50-year period, being compelled to accept any form of
contract for a new period which the commission, through' fts
representatives, may decide is-a proper and fit contract for
those ~companies to accept. Surely the contract must be
reasonable, and yet the words “ reasonable in its terms™ have
been stricken out and others have been: substituted.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to diseuss that. I think they
ought to have been stricken out; I think they were properly
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stricken out; but I do not want to take up the time of the Sen-
ate to discuss it, because it is not before the Senate. !

Mr. PHIPPS. That is true; they have been stricken out.

Mr. NORRIS. I think properly so, but I am not going to
try to give my reasons for it, because I want to confine the dis-
cussion so far as I am concerned to the particular question that
is before the Senate. The Senator says that at the end of 50
years—and that is the argument of the Senator from Utah,
too—the corporation which has the license and is operating the
property ought to be able to say whether it-will go on or not.
Of course it is able to say. On the other hand, we do not want
to put the Government in such a position that no matter what
conditions may exist 5) years from now, it is within the power
of that corporation to continue under the old law. We stand
that way because we believe in a lease that is limited. The bill
is drawn on the theory of a limited lease. I said a while ago
that there is & good line of argument that can be made for
a perpetual lease, but Senators ought to be willing to meet
that squarely and not go on the theory that we will put into
the law a term of 50 years and then surround it by a whole lot
of things that in effect make it perpetual if the corporation that
has the lease wants to make it perpetual,

Mr. PHIPPS. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. NORRIS. I think we ought to be able to say when we
make the lease the same as you say to your fenant farmer
when you lease him some land, “ When your lease is up the

landlord must have something to say about leasing it
again ’——

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. Even though some investment has been

made by the tenant. I first yield to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I merely want to express the
feeling that it does not seem to me necessary and it does seem
unwise to leave the full latitude that would be given under this
clause to the commission, which, of course, would function
through its assistants, or through minor officials, to place before
a company which may have developed not only an industry, but
may have developed thousands of acres of country by reason of
its investment in the business—at the expiration of the lease
to hand out a new lease on such ridiculous terms that the com-
pany would be unable to accept it. That is not an impossibility,
judging by the experiences of the past which these same officials
have had with officials of the Government. You can not ecall
such a document a contract upon which a decision should be
made if it is absolutely one sided and unfair, and it might
well be.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator’s position reduces itself to this:
At the end of 50 years the Government of the United States is
going to be unfair; it is going to be unjust; it is going to try to
crush these men who have developed the country and who have
developed the water power and done such great good for
humanity. I do not go on that theory.

Mr. PHIPPS. I have not said that.

Mr. NORRIS. That may be true. He says that they are
going to be presented with a contract that is not fair; that is
unjust. I am assuming that the Government of the United
*States 50 years from now is going to be fair. If it is not going
to be fair, then there is something in the argument.

Mr. PHIPPS. If the Senator will pardon me, that was not
my exact language, but that possibility is there just the same.

Mr. NORRIS, I know it is.

Mr. PHIPPS. Judging by past experience, I think I am quite
right in calling attention to that very feature of the contract,
that the contract should not be used to the disadvantage of the
person who has developed the property, unless on its face and
under its terms it was reasonable and one which should be
accepted by the lessee.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to be understood as saying that
condition could not come about, as the Senator has indicated.
That, reduced to the minimum, is the argument also of the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor]. At the end of the 50-year
period, probably before that or about that time, assuming that
some water powers have been developed under the law if it is
passed, Congress will undoubtedly legislate upon the subject.
We can not now tell, even by the wildest stretch of the imagina-
tion, what conditions are then going to be, They may be en-
tirely dissimilar to what they are now, and they may not have
changed much, of course; but Congress will be here if the
Government is here, and Congress will legislate and the com-
mission will carry out the instructions if it is permitted to
remain in power. . -

There may be a different instrumentality of the Government
that will handle this at that time, but if we are going to lease
on a term of years and not try to make a perpetual lease we

must—I think we can; at least, I am going on that theory—trust
our Government to be square and to be honest with those men,
if there are any at the end of 50 years, who have developed the
water powers of the country.

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. NORRIS. In just a moment I will yield. It seems to me
we ought not to go on any other theory. If we think 50 years is
not the right term and that it ought to be 100 years or 1,000
years or to run through all eternity, then we ought to make it
that way ; but if we are going to make a term of 50 years—and
it seems to be the judgment of both the House and the Senate
that that ought to be the length of the term—we must, it seems
to me, and I think we can do it with perfect candor and with-
out any risk, trust to the Government of the United States to be
fair at the end of 50 years.

If you take the other course you trust the corporation to be
fair. Will the corporation enter into a nmew contract with the
Government unless the Government offers it a contract at the
end of 50 years that is better than the one it worked under for
the first 50 years? Nobody expects that. The corporation is
going to get as good a deal as it ean get and it will take which-
ever contract to it seems best, looking at it from the financial
standpoint. ]

I yield now to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator expresses himself that at the end
of 50 years he believes the Government will be perfectly fair.
If that is the case, why ghould the Government not be fair in
preventing the owners of the property making leases to institu-
tions owned by themselves at ruinous rates, because the Senator
knows very well that those rates have to be submitted to the
commission and the commission will have to pass upon them?
Does not the Senator think that the commission would know im-
mediately that those rates were made for some purpose?

Mr. NORRIS. They might, that is true, and they might re-
fuse to let them do it.

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator think that they would do it?

Mr. NORRIS. The corporation might be so honest that they
would not try to do it. I have only offered that as one of the
burdens that might be fixed up to compel the new lessee, if they
had one in contemplation, to assume and thus prevent it from
entering into the lease. I know it is done in other ways.

Some time ago, in a very important investigation, a committee
of which I was a member had occasion to go into the coal ques-
tion at some length. That was several years ago, when I was
a member of the Judiciary Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives. It developed that in the coal-mining regions every
railroad company organized had a coal company with which it
worked. They did not all do it in the same way, but here is
one instance that I remember of a railroad company and a coal
company : The stock of the coal company was owned by the rail-
road company. The officers of the railroad company were the
officers of the coal company. They could and did put men out
of business who were competitors of the coal company by making
a rate that was so high that it was practically confiscatory. In
time we got that remedied. think the man in the particular
instance I am thinking about is in business now and making
money and doing well, but it took him years and years of labor;
he spent thousands and thousands of dollars in expense and was
into all kinds of litigation and thought for a good while he was
bankrupt and would have to quit business. They would follow
that plan, probably.

I only cite that to show that now those things are done. This
railroad company could charge a man in the coal business a
thousand dollars a ton for transporting coal and it could charge
the snme rate to the coal company in which it was interested.
It could make money on it and the coal company would lose it.
It all went into the same pocket in the end, but the man who
had to compete with that coal company had to go out of busi-
ness ; he did not have a railroad company to take up the slack.

It seems to me that something might occur about the time the
leases are expiring so that the contracts would have to be as-
sumed. It might be easy for one corporation to carry all the
burdens for another. At least it gets down to the proposition
that we make leases for 50 years, and at the end of 50 years
we must trust the Government or the corporation that has the
lease. If we do not want to make it perpetual, then we ought
to strike out the words “ which is accepted,” and then it is up
to the Government to be square and just, whatever instru-
mentality at that time may be looking after the interests of the
Government, under whatever laws Congress may pass at that
time.

Mr. ENOX. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that an
amendment which I offered to the pending bill, on page 85, line
13, may now be taken up. I am only justified in making the
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request because there are reasons which are imperative why I
?ho?ld leave the Chamber and of such nature that I must yield
o0 them.

I think perhaps the Senator in charge of the bill will accept
the proposed amendment. It provides—
that no contract, which shall have been lawfully made, for power, light,
heat, or water, or for the service or delivery of the same to be fur-
nished from any project works, and to which such project works, or the
person, company, or corporation constructing, o ng, or operating the
same shall subject, shall be affected by any license under this act,
and no such person, association, or corporation shall be released from
any lawful obligation by reason of this act or of any license granted
thereunder.

The theory of the amendment is that under the bill, if an ex-
isting company takes out a license, it automatically becomes
subject to the regulatory power of any public-service corporation
within its State. If it does not take out a license, it is subject
to the regulatory power of the commission created by the bill,

I frankly and fully admit that any preferential contract, any
discriminatory contract, would not be a lawful contract, and
would not be protected by the amendment, but the fear that there
is something in the bill which might impair the obligations of
the existing contracts has caused the parties who have brought
the matter to my attention to believe that this is a measure of
safety.

I am perfectly familiar with the law governing public-service
corporations in most of the States, and I know that the law is
that no matter what the contract may say, no matter whether
its term has a determinate or a definite period, that they are all
subject to the higher power of the State, or the police power
of the State, to be exercised through the eommission, if there is a
commission, and if there is no commission and they take out a
license under the act they become subject to the same power
under the commission created by the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to present con-
sideration of the amendment?

Mr. LENROOT. I have no objection to the amendment, but
I desire to ask the Senator from Pennsylvania whether he would
be willing to accept an amendment to the amendment to read
“not extending beyond the term of the license "?

Mr. KNOX. I would be perfectly willing to do that.

Mr. LENROOT. So that it would read:

That no contract which shall have been lawfully made, not extending
beyond the terms of the license _

Mr. ENOX. That is entirely satisfactory to me.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I regret that I was unable to fol-
low the reading of the amendment tendered by the Senator from
Pennsylvania. Does the Senator from Pennsylvania particu-
larly desire to take action on that matter this afternoon?

Mr. KNOX. As the reason which calls me from the Senate
now is likely to continue to exist for some little time, I should
very much like to have my amendment acted upon. I-thought
perhaps the chairman of the committee might be willing to accept
it, subject to consideration in conference.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the subject is one
of very deep interest and concern to all of us in the West. I
have not had an opportunity to look into that feature of the
bill, but I rather imagine that there is not any provision at all
in relation to carrying contracts over the period of the ledase. I
had supposed there was. There have been such provisions in
previous bills. We shall certainly be obliged to tender some-
thing along that line in order to protect irrigation interests,
because we hope to utilize many of the power plants that will
be developed under the provisions of this bill for the purpose of
pumping water for irrigation. That is a use to which many
power plants in the West are now devoted. Indeed, one of the
great dams across the Missouri River, only 15 miles from my
own home, develops power, a large portion of which is utilized
for the pumping of water by means of which extensive areas are
irrigated.

Those corporations enter into contracts, which are perpetual
in their terms, with the owners of lands, under which they under-
take to supply them with water for the irrigation of the lands
for all time at a fixed price. I feel that that is a very wise

policy, and one that ought to be encouraged and recognized in |-

the bill, so that when we come to consider the question of con-
tracts to be carried beyond the period of the license, I should
like to see that that feature is taken care of.

Mr., KNOX. Does not the Senator from Montana see that no
matter under what circumstances or for what period of time any
contracts may be made, they are all subject to the superior
power either of the State or of the commission created under this
bill? The main purpose of the amendment is to protect cases—
many of which I have known, and, I have no doubt, the Senator
from Montana, living in a section of country that has been more
recently developed tomn the section from which I come, knows

of many more—where projects have had the lifeblood put into
them by being able to locate some large industry or, as in the
case to which the Senator refers, make arrangements for the’
irrigation of vast areas of land, which guaranteed them from
the start a revenue which enabled the project to be developed
and extended to other uses. All I want to try to safeguard is
that as to those contracts—in so far as they are lawful con-
traets, in so far as they are not discriminatory, in so far as they
are reasonable, and in so far as the service to others similarly
situated is the same—there shall be no action under this bill, by
reason of the fact that the existing companies may avail them-
selves of the provisions of the bill by taking out licenses that
shall impair the valid obligations of the previous contracts-
which have been made. That is as simple a way as I can put it,
and I think it is comprehensive,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I should like very much to take
the matter into consideration ; but I want to submit this further
consideration to the Senator having charge of the bill and to
others who are interested. If we do not make some provision
by which contracts may be carried beyond the period of the
license, we are going to put at a most decided disadvantage the
pioneer companies, those that are first organized and estab-
lished under the bill, as against those that are developed in
the course of time and when the conditions are very much
more favorable to the development of enterprises of this char-
acter. To illustrate: The company now taking a license may
very well make contracts for a period of 30, 40, or 50 years;
and, as suggested by the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Knxox], any great industry that is to be established where it
can be supplied from a particular plant will, of course, make
a contract for as long a period as it possibly can, feeling, of
course, that ‘before the industry is established, it will be in a
situation to get better terms than it would if it were already
established and were making contracts for only short periods. I
could tell of some unfortunate experiences in that connection.

When the lease, however, is expiring and has, we will say,
only 10 years to run, having already run 50 years, the old plant
comes into competition with a new plant which is only 2 years
old, we will say. In bidding for the supply of power to a
manufacturing industry that is to be located in a locality that
can equally be supplied by the old plant or by the new one, of
course the old plant can not bid. It will offer power at a cer-
tain price, but it can make a contract for 10 years only, while
the new company will offer the power at exactly the same price
but will offer a contraet for a longer term of years—a30, 40, or
45 years—and thus, Mr. President, the companies that ought
to be encouraged—that is to say, the pioneer companies that go
into the field before the country is developed—are put at a very
decided disadvantage as against the newer companies.

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I yield to the Senator from Wis-
consin,

Mr. LENROOT. Is the Senator familiar with section 22 of
the bill, which relates to the matter to which he refers?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I must confess that I have not
looked into it particularly.

Mr. LENROOT. The bill does now provide for the making
of contracts extending beyond the period of the license npon
the joint approval of the State utility commission and the com-
mission created by the bill,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Such a provision as that I had in
mind; but I feared, because of the amendment offered by the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Kxox], that some such provi-
sion was not found in the bill. I had forgotten the specific
provision to which the Senator from Wisconsin now refers.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection to the con-
sideration of the amendment offered by the Senator from
Pennsylvania?

Mr. NELSON., Mr. President, I have no objection to the
amendment; at all events, I am quite willing that it should
be adopted and go to conference, where we can consider it in
conference in more detail. In this connection, however, I
desire to call attention to section 23, which provides:

Sec. 23. That the provisions of this act shall not be construed as
affecting any permit or valid existing right of way heretofore granted,
or as affecting any authority heretofore given pursuant to law; but
any person, association, eorporation, State, or municipality holding or
[‘msaesaing such permit, right of way, or authority may apply for a
license hereunder.

That is, they may come under the provisions of this proposed
law if desired.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senafor from Penunsylvania.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, did the Senator accept the
amendment which I suggested to his amendment?

Mr. ENOX. T accepted it.
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Afr. LENROOT. Were the words snzgested by me incorpo-
rated in the amendment? :

. Afr. WALSH of Montana. I ask that fhe amendment as
modified be stated. : :

ThHe VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the
amendment as meodified. ;
| The ASSISTANT SrcreTARY. On page 35, at the end of line 2,

1 the proviso already agreed to at that peint, it is prepesed
insert the following:
Provided further, That no contract, which shall have beem lawfully
nade, not'axtmdhg bevond the termy of the Heemse for power, light,
heat, or water, or for the service or dellvery of the same to be L~
'nished from any project works, and to which such project works, or
person, com . or corporation comstructing, owning, or operating
1 same shall subject, shall be affected by any license under this
act, and no such person, assoclation, er co tion shalli be released
frem any lawful obligation by reasen of this act or of any license
granted thercunder.

Mr. LENROOT. I shomld Iike to ask the Senator from Penn-
sylvania his of the words “shall have been law-
fully made.,” Would not that validate a contract made subject
%o the passage of the act, but before applying for a license, in
case of an existing project?

Mr. ENOX. The idea when the amendment was drawn was
that they should be existing lawful contracts. :

Mr. LENROOT. Then the Senator would not, I fake it,
object to an amendment after the word “made” inserting the
words “prior to the passage of this act” ? -
| Mr. ENOX. I would have no objection whatever to that.
AMr. LENROOT. The Semator would not want them fo make
contracts with a, view to coming under the act? x
1 Mr, KNOX. I guite undersiand the position of the Senafor
fromr Wisconsin. :

" Mr. LENROOT. Then I move to amend the amendment by
inserting after the word “made” the words “prior to the
passage of this act.”

AMr, ENOX. I aceept that amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will ingnire where those
words will come in?

AMr. LENROOT. In line 2, after the word * made,” insert the
words “ prier to the passage of this act” just before the amend-
ment which I proposed, which was accepted, so that it would
rend: ;

That no contract which shall haye been lawfully made prior to the
passage of this act, not extending beyond the term of the license.

The VIOCH PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amend-
ment will be stated.

The ASSISTANT SepcrETsRy. After the word * made,” in line
2, and after the comma, it is to insert the words
* srior to the passage of this act, not extending beyond the term
of the license.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objeetion, the amendment
to the amendment is agreed to. The gquestion now is on agree-
4ng to the amendment as amended.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I must confess that
1 do not understand this amendment at all. I tried to follow
the Senator from Pennsylvania, but I did not hear all that he
said. I have gone over it again, but I do not really know what
it means nor to what kind of circumstances if is suppozed to
apnly. It reads:

P'rovided further, That no contract which shall have been Iawfully
madl for power, light, heat, er water, or for the service or delivery of
the same, to be furnished from any project works, and to which such
Project works, or the person, cempn:ngé or corporation constructing,
owning, or operatihg the same, shall subject, shall be affected by
my license under this act.

That contemplates a contract that is to be made with a com-
pany which secures a license. Of course, that contract must of
necessity be affected by the Hcense. It is governed by all the
terms of this act which govern licenses,
~ Mr. ENOX. I hope that the construction that the Senator
from Montana is now putting upon the amendment is without.
recalling the provisions of the nineteenth section. That sec-
tion permits any existing public-service corporation te avail
itself of a license. That may be a corporation that 20 years
ago or 15 years or 5 years ago made a contract for supplying
electric energy or power to an industry that was built up on
ihe basis of the contract. That old public-service corporation
may come in and avail itself of a license under the ferms of
this bill. All we are desiring to accomplish is that if they do
come in under the provisions of section 19 or any ether provi-
sion of the bill, their coming in and taking a license under this
measure will not affect contracts that are already in existence
and which in their nature are lawful; that is, nondiscrimina-
tory and fair. That is all there is to it. ;

Mr, WALSH of Montana. Can the Senator call our attention

to some concrete case that will make clear to us the conditions |

he has in mind?

Mr. KNOX. 1 me I could name 20 large industrial
establishments in the United States that have been the fingneial
source from which the means have been drawn to develop
water powers for the construction of electrie light plants. The
proponents of these enterprises go to a number of prominent
people who are disposed to enter into certain lines of business
and procare them to locate ot a particular place, and give
them a contract at a particular rate, sometimes for a determi-
nate and sometimes for an indeterminate period of time. On
the basis of the revenue that is assured to the power company
from such a contract they go on and develop their property,
and they extend their service to the surrounding neighbor-
hood. Now, under the nineteenth section of this act they may
avail themselves of a license nnder the aet; and this amend-
ment is designed, as I have said over and over aguin, to prevent
the taking out of that license from affecting the validity of that
contract, if that contract will stand the test which practically
all public-service commissions now Impose upon public-service
companies. The public is protected in this way: That is the
enterprises happen to be located in States where they are not
subject to the jurisdiction of a public-service commission which
enforces that beneficent rule of law, they become auntomatically
subject to the same rule under the terms of this bill.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I do not know yet
how this amendment Is going to operate. The section to which
the Senator refers was inserted in the bill fo meet the conddl-
tlons which make the legislation necessary. That refers nn-
doubtedly to llcenses which are issued under the act of 1901,
which everybody knows are revocable af the will of the Secre-
tary of the Interior. Anyone having such a license as thaf
may surrender that license and take one under this act; but,
of course, anyone having a power plant established under the
provisions of the act of 1901 could not have made any contracts
for any definite period of time, because anyone holding a license
of that kind was subject to have it canceled at any time, so
there is not any need of protecting him. On the other hand,
everyone else who has established any water-power plant in
this country establishes it under a perpetual license, at least
so far as the Government of the United States in concerned.

We have in our State a number of power plants that were
built under the provisions of acts of Congress, and these are

. Of eourse, they have gone on and made contracts
perpetual in their character, or 4t least for a long series of
years. They, of course, will not give up their perpetual right,
their absolute and unqualified right, and take a Ncense under
this bill; and there is no protection needed for contracts which
they have entered into. So in many cases the land upon which
the dam was built was owned by private parties having a title
in fee, and they sold the land thus held by a title in fee to the
parties who built the plant, and the parties who built the plant
have a title in perpetuity to that land, and they have made’
contracts extending for an indefinite time in the future; and I
dare say that it is something of that character that the Senator
from Pennsylvania has in mind. I do not know of any power
plants in the East that are not built upon ground to which the
owner has a title in fee, and if they were it would not seem as
though this bill counld affect them at all, if the title which they
got from their granters was a limited fee and net a fitle in
perpetuity,

In other words, Mr. President, there are two classes of power
development. One class of power development has the title
in perpetuity, and they have made contracts accordingly, and
their contracts ean not possibly be affected by this. There is
another class of power plants, that are constructed under a
revocable license which may be reveked at any time, and they
can not possibly have any contracts which will be preserved by
this amendment. If there is any other class of power plants
to which it would apply I shall be very glad to be enlightened
about it, but at the present time I have not in mind a piant
to whieh it would become applieable. Possibly the Senator
from Wisconsin may have a more definite idea abeut it than I
have, :

Mr. LENROOT. I do not know of any cases in the East
that would be affected by fhis bill or the amendment which
the Senator proposes. Does the Senator know of any?

Mr. KNOX. Not unless it might be the power plants at

‘Niagara Falls and along the St. Lawrence River. I must con-

fess that T have not made any effort to loeate them.
Mr. LENROOT. That would be one case; yes. That is the

‘only one that T can think of.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, But, Mr. President, my under-
standing about the power planis at Ningara Falls is that those
; ty

‘grants are in perpetui

Mr. LENROOT. Oﬁ,-no. It is running from year to year
now,
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Mr. WALSH of Montana. Is that so? Well, if that is the
case, then, of course, those power plants could not possibly
have made contracts for long periods if their license extended
only from year to year. . Certainly a man would not be so lack-
ing in business judgment as to make a contract under which
he was obligated to deliver power for 25 years, when his
license permitted him only to occupy it from year to year.

Mr. KNOX. I think quite to the contrary. I think the
probabilities are—and I do not state this from any knowledge
of the subject, but based on some analogous cases—that they
have made their contracts for a long period of time, subject,
of ecourse, to the ability to renew their licenses.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then their contracts will still be
subject to the renewal of this license at the end of the 50-year
period. The only difference between the two is that they are
taking 50 chances to 1 upon the termination of their license and
the surrendering of their contracts. This bill as it stands is giv-
ing them very much more than they are getting now, and so they
do not need any further protection, if that is the situation.

Mr. KNOX. The Senator is unconsciously, perhaps, leading
me away from the exact point. It is not a question of the char-
acter of the license. It is not a question of the character of
the corporation. It is not a question of the title that it holds
to the lands upon which the project is located. It is a ques-
tion of whether we will assure them all; to the extent that
they have valid legal contracts they are not affected by the
terms of this bill. Now, if the contracts are not legal, or run
out in a short period of time, or if they are subject to the ex-
piration of licenses which they hold from the Government, that
is a risk, of course, that they take.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the only thing I can see that
will be affected by the amendment is in the case where it is
provided in the bill that if there be no State regulatory com-
mission regulating the rates of a licensee, the commission shall
regulate the rates; and in the case of an existing contract that
was lawfully made, I take it that the Senator's amendment
would exclude that contract from regulation under this bill.

Mr. KNOX. If lawfully made.

Mr. LENROOT. A contract lawful when made.

Mr. KNOX. No; I think sometimes a contract which is
lawful when made may by subsequent events, or by a change of
circumstances or conditions, become an unreasonable contract.
I think, if the Senator will permit me to say so, that all con-
tracts of this class, no matter how solemn the engagement may
be that is entered into between the parties, are subject to the
ultimate police power of the State, and, in case of taking a
license from the Federal Government, are subject to what we
might call the police power of the Nation, which I believe the
Supreme Court says exists,

Mr. LENROOT. I quite agree with the Senator that a con-
tract might be lawful when made, but, because of subsequent
events, might become unlawful; but the language of his amend-
ment, so far as this act affecting the contract is concerned, is
limited to those that have been lawfully made.

Mr. KNOX. Prior to the passage of this bill.

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; but if such circumstances should arise
that under a proper exercise of the police power that lawful
contract when made has become unlawful, nevertheless the
amendment would exclude it from the act.

Mr. KNOX. 1 do not think by legislation you can exclude
the power either of the Government or of the State from pass-
ing upon that question. The public weal rises paramount to
private interests in all of these contracts.

Mr. LENROOT. I would agree so far as the State commis-
sion is concerned ; but the Senator does not think, does he, that
where the project is wholly within a State the Federal Gov-
ernment could exercise a police power except where it becomes
a matter of contract under a license?

Mr. KNOX. You would have no power over an enterprise
existing exclusively in a State unless that enterprise took out
a license and availed itself of one of the provisions of this bill.

Mr. LENROOT. Then, I say, it becomes a contractual rela-
tion and a consent that this power be exercised by the Federal
Government.

Mr. KNOX. Certainly.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
of the Senator from Pennsylvania as modified.

On a division, the amendment as modified was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. We return now to the former
amendment, which will be stated.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 26, in the amendment
offered as a substitute by the Senator from Minnesota, upon
which there was a division, it is now proposed to add, after the
word * aforesaid” in the said amendment, the words ‘‘ which
is accepted.”

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I want briefly to reply to the
arguments that have been made by the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. Lenroor] and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Norrrs]. Their whole argument is founded on a mistake and
an unjust assumption as to what the real condition is. Both
Senators start in by stating that this amounts to a perpetual
license. If you examine the language carefully you can see
nothing of the kind. Affer that amendment just adopted
comes this language:

Then the commission shall issue, from year to year, an annual
license to the then licensee under the terms and conditions of the
f;;geigal license until the property is taken over or a pew license

ued.

In other words, the Government is not tied up, if you give
full meaning and effect to that language; and it is a rule of
construetion that applies to statutes universally that you
must give force and effect to all its parts. If you give force
and effect to that part of the statute it simply amounts to this,
Mr. President, that the Government, if a license by the original
licensee is not taken out, or nobody else takes it out, is only
tied up for a year. At the end of the year the Government
can take possession of the property or they can give a new
license to somebody else. How you ecan torture that language
into a perpetual lease or into a perpetual grant passes my
comprehension.

It strikes me, Mr. President, that if af the end of 50 years
there is a developed water power it is to the interest of the
Government and to the people of the United States that some-
body should operate that power. If the original licensee de-
clines to take out a new contract, or fails to do so, the most
that he can aecquire, if there is not another licensee, is a re-
newal of the lease for one year. It provides for a license either
to a new licensee or to the original licensee; and if a license
is not taken out, either by a new licensee or by the original
licensee, the most that can bappen is that there will be a
renewal of the lease for just one year. At the end of that
year the Government has still the option of taking over the
property or leasing it to somebody else, and that applies year
by year every year. You give an annual license for a year,
and at the end of the year the Government has the power
to take over the property or the power to lease it to a new
licensee. How you can construe that language into a per-
petual license passes my comprehension.

More than that, Mr. President, I think that is a valuable
provision for the Government, in this respect: Suppose for any
reason the original licensee declines to proceed further, de-
clines to take out a new license under onerous conditions, as he
conceives, and suppose a new license is offered with very
onerous and different conditions from the original license.
Suppose the licensee feels that he is unable to accept if, and
suppose nobody else is willing to come in at the end of the
50 years. The use of that water power ought not to lapse;
and so, in order to prevent a lapse, the Government says that
it can continue for a year, year by year. But the Government
has the right at any time—I take it it would be at the end of
the year, probably—to take over the property, and it has the
right to make a new license.

So the Government is not bound at all, as it is assumed in the
argument. It has a free hand; at the end of every year it can
take possession of the property itself or it can lease it to a2 new
licensee.

It seems to me that that is wiser than to have the use of the
power entirely lapse. It is the theory of that provision, undoubt-
edly, that instead of having the use of the water power remain
idle or abandoned it shall be extended from year to year. It
is like a tenant on a piece of land who holds over because the
landlord can not immediately find another tenant. If the origi-
nal lessee declines to take it over on the terms proposed, or a new
lessce declines at the end of the 50 years, there is the power and
no one to run it, neither a new licensee nor the old licensee,
Under those conditions all the Government can do is to issue a
new license from year to year. It is only committed for a year
at a time. At the end of every year the Government can take
possession of the property or lease it to somebody else. The lan-
guage is plain and unmistakable. How it can be tortured into
the theory and views expressed by the Senators from Nebraska
and Wisconsin passes my comprehension.

The language is perfectly plain:

Then the commission shall issue from year to year an annual license

to the then licensee under the terms and conditions of the original
license until—

There is nothing perpetual in that—
until the property is taken over—

That means taken over by the Government—
or a new license is issued.
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The Government has the option at the end of every year, It
is not tied up for more than a year at a time. At the end of
every year it has the option to take over the property or to lease
it to a new lessee. As I said, how you can torture that into a
perpetual lease passes my comprehension. No court svould hold
such a view as is announced by the Senators from Nebraska and
Wisconsin upon that plain language.

My, LENROOT. Will the Senator yield?

Mr., NELSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. LENROOT. If the Government does not take it over, or
a new licensee does not take it .over, how many years will the
original licensee be entitled {o a license from year to year?

Mr. NELSON. That would depend. The Government at the
end of every year

Mr. LENROOT. T said if they did not take it over.

Mr. NELSON, At the end of every year the Government has
the option of taking it over or finding a new licensee.

Mr. LENROOT. But if it does neither?

Mr. NELSON. Do you want the power to remain in abeyance?

Mr. LENROOT, If it does neither, for how many years would
the original licensee be entitled to a license from year to year?

Mr. NELSON. It is wholly at the option of the Government
to determine how many years. It is not at the option of the
licensee. The Government can terminate it at the end of every
year.

Mr. LENROOT. By taking it over?

Mr. NELSON. No; by letting it to a new licensee.

Mr. LENROOT. If it does neither?

Mr. NELSON, If it does neither, then it continues only for a
year at a time,

Mr. LENROOT. For a thousand years?

Mr. NELEON. No. The Government can at the end of any
year take the property cver or license to a new g

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, will the Sepator yield?

Mr. NELSON. Certainly.

Mr. MYERS. Let me suggest, in response to what the Sena-
tor from Wiseonsin has said, that if the Government does not
want it and nobody else wants it, and it can not be otherwise
disposed of, it would be better to have it run from year to year
forever than to be just abandoned and have nebody producing
any power.

Mr. NELSON. Certainly; the Senator is undoubtedly correct.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I am going to vote
against this amendment, but there is not any doubt that the
Senator from Minnesota is eorrect. It is utterly unjustifiable
to say that with this language in the bill the right of the
licensee becomes perpetual, If I lease a man my house and lot
for 10 years, and thereafter he may take it from year to year,
until I want it myself, er can find some other tenant for it, I
ean not say that he has a perpetual license to my house and
Jjot. ‘That is simply a denial of terms. It does not mean any-
thing.

T also want to protest, Mr. President, against the suggestion
made by the Senator from Wiscensin that we are now giving
away the last resources of the Government. Every time we
take up bills looking to the utilization of the vast undeveloped
resources of the Government of the United States somebody gets
up and characterizes the legislation as an act to give away
something.

Mr. President, we are dealing with these water-pewer in-
terests in the best way we know how, not in the interest of
the fellows who get them at all but in the interest of the people
of the United States. If we know any better way to handle
these great resources for the benefit of the people of the whole
country, let us adopt that plan. This is the best plan that has
been worked out, and why seek to throw discredit upon this or
any other plan by of it as a plan to give away the
resources of the United States?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, may I interrupt the
Senator?

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I would be very glad to yield.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. The Senator knows it has been the
policy to withdraw from utilization possible water-power plants
in the West. Does the Senator know how far that policy has

been in vogue?
It has been in effect, of course,

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
for the 10 years since 1909.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Does the Senator know of a single
water power that has been developed by the Government, or
anybody tnder the Government, since that policy was adopted
10 years ago?

Mr, WALSH of Montana.
lying there useless to anybody.

Practically none. The power is
We are consuming our coal,

we are cqnsuming our oil, in the development of power, as was

demonstrated by the Senator the other day, to the extent of a
million dollars a day, all waste; that might be all saved if we
de\‘::eloped and utilized these water powers.

Yet, just as sure as we get up any of these bills, somebody
wants to throw diseredit upon the thing by talking about giving
away something to somebody. WWe are giving it away to who-
ever utilizes it, because we believe that the people of the United
States get an equivalent ariging out of the development of these
resources. The Government of the United States is endeavoring
to arrange the very best terms they possibly ean with the people
they are inviting to go out and develop these resources. The
Government of the United States, and the people of the United
States, want many men who have the money and the enterprise
and the initiative to go out there and take those water powers
upon the terms we propose, and utilize them instead of allowing
them to lie idle.

Now, Mr. President, T think that there iz so little difference
between the real force and effeet of this bill whether the words
“yhich is accepted ™ are in the bill or out of the bill, that itisa
matter of no consequence to me how anybody votes upon the
matter. I am going to vote against the committee amendment.
1 will try to explain, if I can, just exactly the difference between
the bill with them in and the bil with them out, and it is
searcely the difference between tweedledee and tweedledum.
If you have these words in the bill, then if a lease is tendered
to the licensee at the end of his period, and he does not aecept it,
he is then entitled to a lease from year to year. The Govern-
ment may take the property over at the end of any year, or it
may lease the property to another licensee,

What will happen, Mr. President, if these words are not in
the bill? Then let us assume that the 50-year period has ex-
pired, and the commission tenders to the licensee a new license,
but it is net satisfactory to him and he does not accept it.
Under the cirenmstances he will not be entitled to a lease from
year to year. But will the plant stop? Will the industries
that have been developed and grown up by reason of the exist-
ence of this power plant, and which are supplied by power from
it, stop? Will the great communities that have been built up,
will the populous cities that get their light from these power
plants, go in darkness? Will sireet railways getting their
power from the power plant stop running? Will the mills and
factories that supply the population of great cities with labor
supplied with power from the power plant go idle?

Why, Mr. President, it is unthinkable. The court will not
permit anything of the kind. If the parties who own the prop-
erty should endeavor to stop running it the court would manda-
mns them and compel them to go on and operate the property,
and they would be entitled to receive compensation for the serv-
ice they rendered, and they would be obligated to pay to the
Tnited States a reasonible sum for the use of the property of the
United States during that time.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President—

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. May I interrupt the Senator?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Minne-
sota first.

Mr. NELBON. I want to ask a question of the Senator from
Maontana, who is a very able lawyer. The amendment which
we have already adopted provides that in the event the United
States does not issue a license to a new licensee or fender a
new license fo the original licensee, then this condition takes
place. The question I propound is this: If no new license is
issued, would not a mere tender of a license made to the original
licensee set in operation the balance of the proviso, and would
not these words apply, that * then the commission shall issue
from year to year an annual license,” and so forth?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the commission tenders a
license——

Mr. NELSON. If there was a mere tender, weuld not that
set that portion in operation?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If there was a tender of the license
and it was not accepted, then the licensee would not be entitled
to a license from year to year. If the license was tendered and
was accepted, of course that would dispose of the matter.

Mr. NELSON. But if a tender was made and no new license
execnted, and no acceptance of the tender, what then?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the tender was made, then the
concluding portion would not come into operation; there would
be no license from year to year. The license from year to year
would come into operation only in case the commission made ne
tender of a new license.

Mr. NELSON. But suppose the tender of a new license was
not accepted and it did not go into operation; then the plant
would remain idle?
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Mr. WALSIE of Montana,
idle.

Mr, NELSON. What would become of the plant?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. None of the plants would remain
idle. That is just the peint I am making. It would not remain
idle and could not remain idle.

Mr. NELSON. What would become of it if a lieense was not
fzsned to 8 new licensee or o tender made to the original licensee
and neither of such terms or licenses were accepted and the 50
years were out? YWhat would become of the property?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It would go right on operating
just the same as before,

Mr. NELSON. They would continue to hold under the erig-
inal license?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. They would not continue to hold
under the original license; they would simply be oceupants of
the properiy.

Mr. NELSON. They would be tenants by sufferance?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly; hokling just as long as
the Government consented to that situation.

Mr. NELSON. They would be tenants by sufferance until in-
terfered with by the Government?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exaetly. So the only difference
between the two would be that in the one case they would be
tenanis by sufferance and the Government entitled to put them
out at any time, and under the other arrangement they wounld
be tenants from year to year and the Government entitled to
put them out at the end of the year. That is all the difference.

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield?

Mr, NELSON. In the one case they would be tenants by
sufferance and In the other ease temants from year to year, and
the Government could in one case intervene at any moment and
in the other case at the emd of the year.

Mr. WALSH of Montana., The Senator has stated my views
correctly. .

Mr. NELSON. So that the argument that the provision
makes a perpetual lease is not true, is it?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I do not take that view of it. I
yield now to the Semator from Wisconsin.

Mr. LENROOT. 'The Senator says that the only difference is
that they would be & tenant by sufferance in the one case and a
tenant from year to year im the other, and in either case the
Government could pat them out.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator does not mean that.

Afr. WALSH of Montana, Of course I do. Why should I not
mean it? -

Mr. LENROOT. Because under the license from year to year,
as proposed by the amendment, that year to year must run on
forever, unless the Government takes over the property and
uniess the Government pays compensation.

Mr. WALSH of Mortara., So must the tenancy by sufferance

run on forever. '
Under a tenancy by sufferance the

No; the plant would not remain

Mr. LENROOT. No.
Government does not have to take it over, but can order it re-
moved and stop the work, unless they aecept the tenaney.

Mr. WALSH of Montang. That is the proposition I want to
present. Of course, the party holding the license, with a great
commubity depending upon it, weuld be obliged to operate. It
is @ public-service eorporation. In our eity a water company
had a franchise to supply the city with water. It had a fran-
chise for 20 years. The 20-year franchise expired and they
were threatening to shut off the water as soon as their license
expired unless a new franchise, upon terms dictated by them,
should be granted them. We proceeded by mandamus against
them and compelled them, notwithstanding the expiration of the
peried of their license, te supply the eity with water. They
were entitled simply to a reasonable compensation for the serv-
ices rendered, the city being entitled at any time to grant a
new franchise or license to anyone else that would assume opex-
ation there.

This pewer plant would be supplying industries and the court
would require the power plant to continue supplying the indus-
tries. Of eourse, the Government of the United States could
step in and say, ** We propose to tear this whele business out ™;
but just think of the United States doing anything of that kind!

Mr. LENROOT. I do not think they would.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of course, they would have power
to do it; but we must remember that this is in the hands of a
governmental commission, consisting of the Secretary of War,
the Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary of Agriculture.
Now, just imagine those men going to Niagara Falls, for in-
stance, and directing the destruction of a dam across Niagara
TFalls, with populous Indstrial centers upon beth sides of the

international line dependent uwpon the continuanee of the opera-
tion of that dam at Niagara Falls

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I am thoroughly in
accord with the views of the Senator, even if the worda * which
Is accepted *® are included, that it does not make a perpetual
lease, as Is insisted by the Senator from Wisconsin, If I
thought so, I would be opposed to the amendment myself.
The Senator from Montana opposes it, but I favor it simply
for the reason that it fixes the terms of the contract definitely
for one year after the 50-year period has expired, wherens if
you leave it “which is asccepted,” the language proposed as
an amendment, there is no definiteness, there is no certainty
about the terms under which the plant shall be operated. In
other words, as the Senator says, we will have to go Into
court and have the court fix the rate for the original licensee.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator is quite right about
that, and that is why I am in faver of it. T am in favor of it
because if it goes on from year to year it will go en upon the
terms of the original lease. We are speaking about a eondition
50 years from now. Fifty years from now the terms and condi-
tions of the lease, although they are all right so far as the
public are eoncerned now, may be exorbitant so far as the
public are concerned 50 years from now.

I do pet want the public to be obliged to pay any mere than
the fair value of the thing at that time nor the fair valwe of
the service at that time. That is to say, it may be entirely
unfair to the publie and they will be ebliged to pay at that time
to the Government, for the use of the property of the United
States of whieh they make use, the fair value of the property
at that time.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Does not the Senator believe that if
the charges as fixed now are exorbitant at the end of the 50-
year period, there is no question but that there will be a great
many applicants for the new license?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. ILet us suppose it is the other
way. Let us suppose they are disproportionately low. Of
course, we want to encourage these enterprises. We are going
to try to have the commission fix the initial price as low as
it is possible, and aecordingly 50 years from now the price
which they pay will not be adequate, considering conditions
that exist at that time. I do not want to allow them to go on
from year to year under the lease by which they are obliged
to pay the original amount if a greater amount than that is
due. But the Senator is quite right. If it is inordinately low,
there possibly will be bidders at that time, but notwithstand-
ing that there is not enough difference between the two prop-
ositions, as I view them, to cause any very great concern on
the part of anybody.

Mr. LENROOT. Is not this the difference between the two
propositions? If the Senate committee amendment is adopted,
the Government must tender a lease such as the licensee is
willing to agree to or else go on under the original license,
while without the amendment proposed by the Senator from
Minnesota the licensee will aceept such terms as the Govern-
ment is willing to tender or else must make fair compensation
to the Government for the use of the property.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I canvassed that the other day,
and I believe hoth of them are under more or less constraint. I
do not guite agree with that, because the Gavernment will be
under a measure of constraint to have the plants go on as well
as the licensee will be under some constraint to accept the terms
that are proposed. The Gevernment will want the plant to go
on, and to go on under terms that are entirely satisfactory, be-
cause, as I have indleated, It will be supplying industries and
communities. Those communities will all be bringing pressure
to bear upon the governmental agencies to conclude a contract
that will enable them to go on and make contracts for a long
period of time, and so the commission will be constrained to
yield to their demands and exact a less price than they otherwise
would.

On the other hand, the Hcensee, desirous of putting himself
in g position where he can make contracts for the future, will
want a leense. 8o I believe the conditions are such as to bring
them together on fairly reasonable terms. I do not believe the

' language is necessary at all, and T am accordingly going {o vote

for it, but the difference between the two propositions it seems
to me is by no means as inportant as one would gather from
the discussion.

Mr. NELSON. Unless there is some one. and I know of no
one, who wants to discuss the bill further this evening, I move
that the Senate adjourn.

The motlon was agreed to; and (at & o’clock and 15 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, January
13, 1920, at 12 o'clock meridian.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Moxpay, January 12, 1920.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Come Thou Almighty Father, with all Thy potent influence,
(shed abroad the light of heaven to illumine our minds and
strengthen our hearts, that we may walk worthy of the voca-
tion wherewith we are called, satisfy the longings, hopes, and
aspirations of our souls, and leave behind us a record worthy
of emulation,

Each day brings its new opportunities. Strengthen us to sur-
mount the barriers in the way, to beat down the temptations
which assail us and march on to a higher civilization. In the
spirit of the Master. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, January 10, 1920,
was read and approved.

EXPENSES OF THE GOVERNMEXT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 7158) to pro-
vide for the expenses of the government of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Pending that motion, I should like to see if we can reach some
agreement about the time for general debate. It has been sug-
gested that we have two hours on a side, four hours of general
debate.

Mr, WILLIAMS. DMr. Speaker, I suggest that the debate be
limited to the bill.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Michigan make
that a part of his request?

Mr. MAPES. Yes; I would be glad to have it limited to the
bin.

Mr. MADDEN. Reserving the right to object, I should like
to know whether the debate is going to be divided between those
who are for the bill and those who are against it, and how it is
going to be divided?

Mr, MAPES. As far as I am concerned, I would be glad to
have the time in opposition controlled by some gentleman who
is opposed to the bill. It has been suggested that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GourLp] control the time on that side.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, what is the request?

The SPEAKER. As so far presented, it is that the general
debate on this bill be limited to four hours and that it be con-
fined to the bill

Mr. MAPES. In order to get it before the House I will ask
that the time be conirolled one-half by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Gourn] and one-half by myself.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Are you both for the bill or both
against it?

Mr. MAPES. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Gourp]
is against the bill and I am for it.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mous consent that the general debate be limited to four hours,
to be confined to the bill, one-half to be controlled by himself
for the measure and one-half by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Gourp] against the measure. Is there objection?

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, we think one-half the
time should be controlled on the Democratic side. Speaking
for the other members of the committee, I will say that we will
try to apportion the time to Members, regardless of which side
of the bill they are on.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Reserving the right to object, the commit-
tee, as I understand it, are about fifty-fifty on this bill. Eight
members have signed the minority report, and I think that those
who are opposed to the bill are undoubtedly entitled to control
the time on that phase of the subject.

Mr. CARTER. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Certainly.

Mr. CARTER. Are there any Members of the minority of the
House who are opposed to the bill?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No Member of the minority signed the
report. I do not know.

Mr. CARTER., If any Member of the minority of the House
is opposed to the bill, certainly he should have control of the

time.

AMr. WILLIAMS. The minority report is signed entirely by
Members on this side of the aisle.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.

Woops] is a member of"the committee, and he is for the bill and
against the fifty-fifty business. Now, Mr. Speaker, every time
we have a long debate here there is this same row about who

shall represent what. If the gentleman from Virginin [Mr,
Woopns] controls half the time, I think he will treat Democrats
and others fairly and parcel out the time to both sides.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Who is to control the other half? The
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woops] is for the bill and the
chairman of the committee is for the bill.

Mr. OLARK of Missouri. I do not care anything about what
the chairman of the commitftee is in favor of. I am talking
about having the control of half the time on our side.

Mr. CARAWAY. 1 think on general principles we ought
to have seven-ecighths of the time. We have got the wisdom
on this side, and the people are for us and against you.
[Laughter.]

Mr. GARD. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Margs)
and the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woops] are both in
favor of the bill. Has there been any arrangement about the
division of the time between the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Woobps] and the chairman of the committee?

Mr. MAPES. No; there has not. If I am to control the
time in favor of the bill, I expect to yield to those members
of the committee who desire time.

Mr. GARD. I suppose the gentleman will also yield to other
Members of the House who desire to speak on it?

Mr. MAPES. Yes.

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I should like to ask a question. I notice that the bill says
that the expenses of the government of the District of Columbia
shall be paid out of the revenues of the District of Columbia to
the extent that such revenues shall be sufficient therefor and
that the remainder shall be paid out of the Treasury of the
United States. Will the chairman of the committee object
to an amendment saying that not more than 50 per cent
thereof shall be paid by the United States?

Mr. MAPES. I think that question may very properly be
considered when we take up the bill under the five-minute rule,
and that the chairman of the committee ought not to agree to
any such amendment at this time.

Mr. LITTLE. I do not ask the gentleman to agree to it. I
just wondered if you would object particularly.

Mr. MAPES. Yes; I think I would object.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request?

Mr. GARD. What is the request?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state it again. The re-
quest is that general debate be limited to four hours, to be
confined to the bill, half the time to be controlled by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Mapes] and half the time by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Gourp]. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

The motion of Mr. Mares was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 7158) to provide for the expenses of the
District of Columbia, with Mr. Fess in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN, The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of a bill,
which the Clerk will report,

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That all apgroprlnuuns of money to provide for
the payment of the expenses of the government of the District of Co-
lumbia shall be paid, from and after July 1, 1920, out of the revenues
of the District of Columbia to the extent that such revenues shall he
sufficient therefor, and the remainder shall be paid out of the Treasury
of the United States: Provided, That the amounts to pay the interest
and sinking fund on the funded debt of the District o C}:JIumbia shall
be paid one-half out of the revenues of the said District and one-half
out of the Treasury of the United Btates.

Sge. 2. That all acts and parts of acts in so far as they conflict with
any of the provisions of this act are hereby repealed.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is recog-
nized for two hours.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that there is no gquorum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan makes the
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred and three Members
present, & quorum.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, if this bill had not been digni-
fied by persistent and highly respectable opposition one would
not think that it was of such great significance or that it was
of paramount importance either to the Nation or to the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia. Attempts have been made to
read different meanings into if, which are not expressed in the
bill itself. Opposition to it arises chiefly because of what its
opponents have worked themselves up to imagine it means, or
what they imagine will follow its enactment into law, rather
than because of anything contained in the bill itself.
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It is short and simple. There is no hidden meaning in it
It iz hoped by its passage to accomplish two things only. The
first is to clear up a legislative situation which has embarrassed
the procedure of Congress for several years and on one or two
occarions has almast been the means of causing an extra ses-
sion of Oongress, The second is to make available the present
surplus in the Federal Treasury to the credit of the Distriet
of Celumbia and change a provision of existing law which pre-
vents the of a part of the money now by
taxation because of the arbitrary fixed fax rate.

The language of the bill is the same in effect as that which
‘has been carried as a rider uwpon the District of Celumbia ap-
propriation bill and passed by the House of Representatives
five different {imes in as many years, pamely, in the third ses-
sion of the Bixty-third Congress, the first session of the Sixty-
fourth Cengress, the second and third sessions of the Sixty-fifth
Uongress, and again in the first session of the present Congress.
As is well known, the House of Representatives has passed it,
but the Senate has not only not passed it but has refused to give
it serions eonsideration, assigning as the reason for its refusal
to do so that it was a rider upon an appropriation bill, and that
it would not comsider & matter of so much fmportlmce in that
way. As a result, in order to secure the passage of the District |
appropriation bill, the House each time has been obliged to)
recede from its insistence mpon the legislation. In order to
meet the objection of the Senate, and conceding that it is better
procedure to consider it as a separate bill than as a rider npen
an appropriation bill, as chairman of the Committee on the
District of Columbia T infroduced it as a separate bill, and the
committee has considered and reported it as such. Its enact-
ment into law avould zemedy this legislative situation, with
which you are all familiar, and eliminate the cause which has
lield up the Distriet appropriation bill for several sessions .of
QOongress, and which apparently becomes more serious im each
succeeding Congress. If the Senate refuses to eonsider it as a
separate bill, the House can hereafter very properly insist upon
its staying in the Distriet appropriation bill.

Bnt it is sald that if passed it would repeal the half and half.
56 it would. People therefore favor .er oppose the pending
bill heeause they eppose or favor the half and half. But there
are other considerations avhich should be kept in mind in order
to have a complete understanding of the situation here in the
District, so far as the system of taxation and of making appro-
priations for the expenses of the District government are con-
cerned. In fact there are three provisions of existing law which
ought to be kept In mind throughout the consideration of this
legislation.

The first one is referred to as the half-and-half law. The
half and half, as applied to the principle of making appropria-
tions for the expenses of the government of the District of
Columbia, gets its name from the provision in the act of 1878
providing a form of government for the District of Columbia,
whic¢h reads as follows:

Te the extent to which Congress snau nppro\e of sald estimates
(i, e., the mpnual estimates to Congress o sioners of the

Distriot of Columbia for tbe expenses of the 18tﬂﬂ.‘2t govemmant). Con-
gress shall appropriate the amount ©of 50 per cent and the

b0 per cent of such a nwa]whmatesmnha evied and
assessed nupon the taxable pro) and privileges iam said Diatrict ‘ia
than the property of the United States and the D%striet of Coluwb

The second provision to be kept in mind is contained in an act
approved March 3, 1909, and limits the action of the commis-
sioners in submitting their estimates. It is as follows:

The Commissioners of the District of Columbia shall aet submit, ner
shaH the Beeretary of the Treasury trapsmit, teo Congress tu}'g
C

nual estimates expenses of sovernment of the
lumbia for any fiscal yvear that shall exceed in the a4 sum
3 ual to twice the amount of the total estl.umted revenues of the Dis-
ct of Columbia for such fiseal year,

consideration and embrace all charges agains
wnder appropriations otber than the regular District of Columbin. hi].l
The third provision of existing law to be kept in mind is the
ene making the arbitrary fixed tax rate for the District of
Columbin. The tax rate does mot fluctuate er depend at all
upon the budget or the expenditures of the mmunicipality as it
does in all other cities or mumicipalities in the United States.
Ewery other community knows that it must pay for publie im-
provements and benefits either by increased taxes or bended
indebtedmess. There is no such restraining imfluence against
extravagance here. Is there any wonder that there is such a
persistent demand en the part of lecal interests for inereased
governmental expenditures in the Disiriet of Columbia as long
as they reeeive practically all of the benefits and bear none of
the burdens of such increase? No matter how much or how
Little, how extravagant or hew esonemical the of

the governmment of the District of Columbia are, the tax rate

remains the same. Consequently the amount of faxes raised
from the fixed tax rate is in no way dependent upon the needs of
the government, but is likewise fixed and arbitrary.

What is the result of these different laws? The result is that
there is raised every year by taxation within the District of
Columbia a sum-of money greater than one-half the total amount
which Congress, in its wisdom, sees fit to appropriate for the
government of the Distriet. A surplus is thereby created In
favor of the District which under existing laws can not be
used. This surplus is deposited in the Treasury of the Unifed
States, and is there held to the credit of the District of Colum-
bia. It now amounis to $£4,063,922.18. It increases from year
te year, and unless there is some change in existing law it can
never be used.

Furthermore, as the value of the property within the District
increases, if the assessed valuation is raised accordingly, the
amount added to this surplus each year will be more and more.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAPES. Yes.

My, SMITH of Michigan,
plus at this time?

AMr, MAPES. Four anilllon and sixiy-three thousand dallars
in round numbers.

In addition te that, out of the total annual appropriation for
the District of Columbia at present the sum of $975,408 is for
the interest and sinking fund on the funded debt to retire the
so-ealled 3.65 bends. The entire bonded imdebtedness will be
paid off in 1922, affer which the District surplus will be in-
creased on the same calculation, one-half of $975,408, or $487,704
per year, nearly one-half million dollars, in additien to the
amount now being added to the surplus to the credit of the
District every year.

Anyone at all familiar with the precedure of Congress knows
that it will not appropriate for more than the commissicners’
estimate, but it will in all probability pare down their estitates.
Aeccordingly, if some such legislation as this is not passed {here
is bound to be a surphlis of revenue raised in the District by
taxation over and above the District’s half of the approprintion.

There may be some reason why Congress should permit
such a situation to continue, but I have been unable to find any
that appealed to me, and it seems fo me that it would be diffi-
cult to propose a bill that would be more conservative or more
in aceord with sound economic business and common sense than
the present one.

The total assessed valonation of the real estate in the District
of Columbia (I speak only of real estate, because the taxes on
real estate constitute most of the District’s revenue) for the
fiscal year ended June 30, 1915, was $390,008,849, and for the
fiscal year ended June 30, 1919, it was $414.610,691, or an in-
crease in assessed valuation.of $24,511,842, or a little over § per
cent for the four years covering the war pericd. Land and im-
provements thereen are valued separately for assessment pur-
poses in the District, It is of interest fo know fhat ihe valua-
tion of the land in the District, without the improvements, for
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1915, was $208,085,318, and for the
fiscal year ended June 30, 1919, was $208,007,025, an increase of
less than $12,000 for the entire District in the four war years.

It would be amusing, if it were mot such a serious matter to
86 many people, to eall attention to the difference between the
increased value of real estate in the District of Columbin for
gssessment purposes and the increase im the valne for sale or
rental purpeses during this same period; buf, locking at the
matter frem the standpeint of the local imterests, it wonld be
folly to increase the assessed valuation as long as the present
very low tax rate will produce g surplus in favor of the District,
which can not be tonched because of a law which Congress per-
mitsto remain npen the siatute books, and it is expecting almost
too much of human nature to think that the assessor's office,
surrounded as it is by local influences, will do so. From the
standpoint of the local interests, which the officials of the Dis-
iriet of Columbia represent, existing law offers every induce-
ment to the assessor on the one hand to keep down the assessad
valuation and to the commissioners on the other to pad their
estimates.

AMr. BLANTON. Wil the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAPES. Yes,

Mr, BLANTON. Is there another city of 400,000 people in
the United States fhat has as low tax rate as the District of
Columbin ?

Mr. MAPES. Neat to myy knowledge.

Mr, BLANTON. One further question: Is it not a fact that
every owner of in the District of Columbia, whether
he is a Representative or a Senater or am ordinary civilian,
bemefits by this lew rate of taxation?

What is the amount of that sur-
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Mr. MAPES. It seems to me so.

The assessor, in the very nature of things, will not care to
raise by taxation from his local associates more revenue than
ean be used, and the commissioners will endeavor to find ways
and means of spending all the revenue that the arbitrary system
with which they have to deal provides them. It would seem as
though the present laws were a direct invitation to the local
officials to figure in every way possible to give the National
Government the worst of it.

From the standpoint of the national interest, can any defense
be made to a system which encourages such results? It is
positively vicious in its tendencies. Can Congress justify itself
in permitting a law which produces such a situation to remain
on the statute books? Why should we perpetuate a law or a
system which arbitrarily raises by taxation more money every
year than can be expended?

A great many Members of the House of Representatives are
justly proud of their business experience and success. Is there
a business man who would permit such a system in his personal
affairs or private business?

Is here not a good place for Congress to begin to economize
by making available the present surplus of $4,063,922.18 now
in the Treasury to the credit of the Distriet of Columbia, as
well as the future surpluses which are bound fo arise every
year? Is there any better time to make the change than now,
when people are being taxed to the limit and are demanding
a reduction in all Government expenditures wherever possible?

The pending bill does not propose to increase the tax rate
or change in any way the tax system now in effect in the Dis-
trict. If it should be enacted into law the taxpayers in the
District would not thereby be required to pay 1 cent more in
taxes than they are now required to pay. It merely provides,
to quote the language of the bill, that the * expenses of the
District of Columbia shall be paid from and after July 1,
1920, out of the revenues of the District of Columbia to the
extent that such revenues shall be sufficient therefor, and the
remainder shall be paid out of the Treasury of the United
States ”; that is, apply the money that is now raised by taxa-
tion in the District of Columbia by the present arbitrary tax
rate fixed by law, as far as it will go, toward the payment of
the expenses of the District government, the balance to be paid
out of the Federal Treasury. .

Inasmuch as the taxes paid by the residents of the Distric
based upon a true valuation of their property, are very much
less than the taxes figured upon the same basis paid by resi-
dents of any other city in the United States which approaches
Washington in size or advantages, it would seem not only
eminently fair to the taxpayers of the District but exceedingly
liberal to them, as long as they are not required to pay any
more, to use the money thus raised before asking the Federal
Government to contribute to the expenses of the local govern-
ment, and that not to do so is grossly unfair to the taxpayers of
other cities, who pay much higher taxes for State, county, and
municipal purposes and who are required to pay their propor-
tionate share of any contribution by the Federal Government
to the expenses of the government of the Distriet of Columbia.

Keeping in mind the three provisions of law to which I have
called attention, namely, the half-and-half law, the law fixing
an arbitrary rate of taxation for the Distriet, and the law
limiting the estimates of the commissioners to twice the esti-
mated revenues of the Distriet, I submit that there is no
eseape from the indefensible condition to which I have called
attention without the passage of some such legislation as is
proposed in the pending bill unless Congress plans to appro-
priate more than it allows the commissioners to estimate for
or is willing to repeal the law limiting their estimates, either
one of which alternatives would be a direct invitation to ex-
travagance in the conduct of District affairs, and now is a
poor time for Congress to be making such suggestions to any
department of the Government.

There is one other alternative, which the modesty of the
local taxpayers has not permitted them even to suggest, and
that is a reduction of the already low tax rate, and that, of
course, would not make available the present surplus.

Some of the witnesses before the Distriet Committee criti-
cized the House of Representatives and the committee for pass-
ing this legislation without giving it proper consideration and
without a sufficient understanding of the subject. The answer
to that ecriticism is that the matter has been before Congress
for several years, and the criticism directed against the Mem-
bers of Congress who favor the legislation is due to the fact
that they understand the question too well to suit certain
people instead of too little.

The joint select committee of Congress, appointed pursuant
to the act approved March 3, 1915, to determine the fiscal rela-

tion between the United States and the Distriet of Columbia,
recommended the principle proposed in this bill. That com-
mittee, on page 8 of its report, said:

We find after a most careful consideration of all of the evidence
and circumstances as shown to exist at this time that there is no
reason for any arbitrary rule of proportionate contribution for the
expenses of the District of Columbin by the residents thereof and by
the people of the United States who reside outside the District of
Columbia ; that the correct rule should be that the responsibllity in
taxation of the residents of the District of Columbia-be as fixed and
certain as the responsibility of residents of other Americaun citles
comparable with the city of Washington.

This proposed legislation was also recommended in substance
by the then two eivilian Commissioners of the District, Mr.
Newman and Mr. Brownlow, when they appeared before the
joint select committee. The commissioners represented the city
government, and, although representing and surrounded en-
tirely by local interests, they had the courage to speak their
convictions on this subject, and their statements are a complete
answer to every objection that has been raised to the legislation.
Commissioner Newman testified before the joint committee on
page 917 of the hearings:

It secems to me that these certain surpluses automatically dispose of
the half and half, for this reason, that to defend the half and If in
the face of them menans to do one of two things—appropriate twice as
much money every year as the Distriet raises and thereby absorb the
surplus or reduce the tax rate in the District of Columbia,

I do not anticipate that any member of this committee would geri-

ously propose to this Congress a reduction of the tax rate in the District
of Columbia. When you realize—
He said—

that this 1 per cent includes a great many State and county taxes which

you pay in your home cities it must be apparent to each of you that

the present tax rate, at least, is not oppressive. On the other hand, I

think it must be apparent also to everz member of this committee,

when you sit down and calmly consider the appropriating habits of the

Congress of the United States, that Congress is not {;alng to make appro-
riations for twice the amount of these increasing revenues of the
istrict of Columbia.

And again, on page 918 of the hearings, Mr. Newman said:

If you continue the half-and-half, in order to obviate the accumula-
tion of a surplus which will not be used you must do one of two things,
reduce the tax rate or appropriate twice the amount raised by the exist-
ing tax rate. I do not believe that Congress will appropriate twice the
amount of taxes raised in the District of Columbia, and I say that
btecause those things do not happen in the process of making appropria-
tions.

And again he said :

Unless you reduce the tax rate that surplus Is bound to accumulate.
Just one word—

He continued—

as to why that surpius should not be piled up. We do not need it—
I meon, as a surplus. Our indebtedness s very small. We owe less
than $6,000,000.

It has since been reduced so that now it is only a little over
$2,000,000.

The balance of the 3.65 bonds is all the money that the District of
Columbia owes. In other words, we have a debt less than $6,000,000
(now $2,000,000) and an assessed valuation of about $400,000,000. We
are in very fine financial condition., If at any time it was desirable to
undertake a large extraordinary project—for instance, the development
of the Great Falls water-power scheme—Iit could, and I think should
be financed by a bond issue, as other municipalities finance unusual
expenses of that character, and this could be done for the double reason
that we have a very small debt and that we have a very great advantage
over every other city in the issuing of bonds, in that we can float them
at a lower rate of interest.

A defender of the half-and-half system might—

He continued—

with some logic advocate the payment of the balance of less than
§6,000,000 of 3.65 bonds with the surplus of District revenues, but we
are paylng those bonds off at a rate of about $700,000 a year now, amd
even if we should devote all our surplus to paying off these bonds in two
or three years they would be paid up and we would again be in the same
situation we are in now.

Commissioner Brownlow, before the same committee, testified
on page 930 of the hearings as follows:

I do not belleve it is possible to arrive at an equitable proportion by
the process of treating the holdings of the Federal Government as
private property and exacting from the Federal Treasury a contribution
which would equal the amount of taxes levied upon the Federal prop-
erty if it were in private ownership.

Neither do I believe that an eguitable proporiion can be stated in
terms of percentaFeE. Ang fixed apportionment implies a marked divi-
gion between natlonal and munlcipal functions and interests, and if
there be such division, in the nature of events it must vary from year
to year. Assuming that there is such a dlvision of interest, it must
follow that if the half-and-half be entirely just and equitable this year,
it may well be that next year it will be unjust and inequitable,

1 belleve that the National Government should assume full and sole
responsibility for the National Capital, meeting its every expense by
a direct appropriation from the Federal Treasury; that the people here
should contribute toward the national expenses an amount equal to the
taxes paid by citizens of other American clitles of approximately the
same size.

If the Commissioners of the District, representing as they did
the local government, took that position, why should Congress
hesitate to pass this legislation?
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The legislation is opposed because its opponents think they see
in it an attempt fo raise more money by taxation in the Dis-
trict. They fear that its passage will mark the beginning of
legislation to require the taxpayers of the District of Columbia
to pay more taxes, taxes more like what people have to pay
who live in other cities in the United States, and their opposi-
tion to it on that ground leads them to maintain that the taxes
paid by the residents of the District of Columbia are now fairly
comparable to those paid in other cities. The statement of their
position on this point, as stated in the minority report, is that
“ the property taxes paid by citizens of Washington are fairly
comparable in every way to the taxes paid by citizens of other
cities similar to Washington in resources and population.”

It does not follow that the passage of this bill will be fol-
lowed by other legislation increasing the tax rate in the Dis-
triet, although as far as I am concerned I am willing to meet the
issue thus raised by its opponents.

1 have no desire to argue the perfectly obvious. The mem-
bership of the House who pay taxes in other places know how the
tax rate here compares with what they have to pay in other
places, It is only necessary to compare their tax receipts on
other property with the tax rate here.

The law requires that real estate in the District of Columbia
shall be assessed at “ not less than two-thirds of the true value
thereof,” and the assessor in making the assessment acts upon
the assumption that the law requires him to assess it at not
more than two-thirds of the true value. The rate upon that
two-thirds assessed valuation is 13 per cent, or 1 per cent of the
true value, assuming that the assessment is actually two-thirds
of the true value.

Mr, EVANS of Nebraska.

Mr. MAPES., Yes.

Mr. EVANS of Nebraska. Can the committee advise us as to
what the corresponding value is comparing the actual sales
made at the time of the last assessment with the value fixed by
the assessment?

Mr. MAPES. Ina general sort of a way I will say, as I have
called attention to the fact, that the assessed value in the Dis-
triet of real estate has increased about 6 per cent in the last four
years, and the gentleman can draw his own conclusion as to
whether or not that is equal to the actual increase of value.

Mr, EVANS of Nebraska. There has been no actual compari-
son made by the committee?

Mr. MAPES. No actual comparison,

Mr. WILLIAMS. But the value approximates very closely to
the assessed value,

Mr. MAPES. I will say that there was some evidence intro-
duced along that line. I think it has been the consensus of
opinion here in the District that after the report of the so-
called George committee in 1912 the tax assessors raised the
assessment of the real estate generally, at least the down-town
portion of it, to where the assessed valuation was about two-
thirds of the real value. Of course, since that time, as gentle-
men know, we have had the war, and valuations have gone up
very much.

Mr, ZIHLMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAPES. Yes. -

Mr, ZIHLMAN. I submit that the gentleman dught to give
the figures given in the hearings as to the bona fide sales and
assessed value in the down-town section.

Mr. MAPES. I have not those figures, but I assume the gen-
tleman will give them when he gets the floor.

Mr. ROSE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAPES. Yes.

Mr. ROSE. Would it not be fundamentally wrong to increase
the tax laid in the District of Columbia when it is absolutely
shown that the money can not be used for District purposes?

Mr, MAPES. There does not seem to me to be any sense in it.
I do not think the assessors, with the local influences, will have
nﬁny tendency to increase the assessment under present condi-

ons.

Mr. ROSE. Is there any city in the United States that has a
surplus fund as shown here raised from taxation?

Mr. MAPES. Not that I know of.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MAPES. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Will the gentleman plense state
what the assessment is on personal property in the District as
compared with the tax on persenal property in other cities?

Mr. MAPES. I am coming to that in a minute.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I have heard it stated that this
is a rendezvous for people who wish to avoid taxation on per-
sonal property, and that is the reason for my question.

LIX 92

Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. And that is what it is.

Mr. MAPES. For practical purposes, the tax rate on per-
sonal property might well be ignored in the consideration of
this question, as it usually is as a matter of faet, because the
great bulk of the taxes in the Distriet are raised on the real
property, although the rate on personal property here is much
lower as compared with the rate on personal property in most
other places than even the rate on real estate,

Intangible personal property, such as stocks, bonds, notes,
mortgages, ete., is taxed at four-tenths of 1 per cent only, and
tangible property, after exempting household furniture to the
value of $1,000 and all libraries, wearing apparel, articles of
personal adornment, family pictures, and heirlooms entirely,
pays a tax of 1} per cent.

In my opinion it requires no argument to convince the im-
partial student of affairs or the taxpayers of other localities
that the residents of no other city in the United States which
approaches Washington in population or advantages enjoy any-
where near as low a tax rate, based upon a true valuation of the
property, as do the taxpayers of Washington. The truth of
this statement has been demonstrated over and over again in
the discussion of the subject upon the floor of the House. Con-
gressman Prouty, of Towa, in the Sixty-third Congress, put info
the Recorp a list of 40 leading cities throughout the countiry,
giving the tax rate in each city, fizured on the true valuation
of the property. The average for all the cities was about 2 per
cent, or twice what it is in Washington on the real estate alone,

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goon], chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, testified before our committee on
page 240 of the hearings, that in his home ecity, with a popuia-
tion of about 45,000, a house and lot, which would sell for
$4,000, paid from $90 to $100 taxes. Here it would pay $40,
assuming that it was fully assessed.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. LangaMm], a member of the
committee, showed the commitiee a tax receipt for the tuxes
on a piece of property in a city in his distriet, valued at $4,000,
on which he had paid taxes amounting to $132, or over three and
one-third times what the same property would pay in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Mr. LAnHAM stated that the valuation on hig
property was a fair market value, and that the gross annual
return from the property was only $393.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. Draxe] brought out the
fact that the tax rate on a full valuation in Jacksonville, Fla.,
is 3% per cent, in Tampa and Lakeland, Fia., it is 3 per cent.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr, Zrarmax], who signed
the minority report, brought out the fact before the committee
that the tax rate on a valuation of 80 per cent in the city of
Baltimore is 3} per cent, which is equivalent to 2§ per cent on
a full valuation, or two and two-thirds times what it is here
in Washington.

The gentleman from DMississippi [Mr, Sisson], in testifying
before the committee, showed that the tax rate, including city,
county, and State taxes, in Louisville, Ky., was 2.72 per cent
on a true valuation; in Dallas, Tex., 2.97 per cent; in Builalo,
N. Y., 3.93 per cent on a valuation of 94 per cent. And so one
might go on, but it seems to me unnecessary to multiply exam-
ples to prove what all human experience shows to be the fact.

I would like, however, to call attention to one further piece
of testimony on this subject. The minority report filed against
this bill is said to have been written hy the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Wrirriams]. It is fair to assume, therefore, that
he is the author of the statement appearing in the minority
report to which I have called attention, to the effect that— :

The property taxes paid by citizens of Washinglon are fairly com-
parable in evcr,]r way to the taxes paid by citizens of other cities
similar to Washington in resources and population,

The newspapers of the District have in the last few days
called attention to the fact that some of the members of the
committee who voted to report this bill have since indorsed
the minority report. It may be interesting to know the opinion
of the gentleman from Illinois on this point which he makes in
the report at the time of the hearings, as voluntarily expressed
by him before the committee.

On page 167 of the hearings, Mr. WirLiAars, interrupting the
witness, Mr. Theodore Noyes, made this statement:

I do not think that we can sustain this Em‘positinn if we start
out to assert that the property bears as much taxes in the District
of Columbia as it does in other parts of the country.

And, again, on page 163, Mr. WirnLiaums, interrupting the same
witness, said:

It does mot pay to say to Congress that the taxes are mas high in
other citles as they are in the city of Washington, when as a matter

of fact Members of Congress know t that is not a sound proposition,
because they pay taxes In different cities.
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I am willing to stand on that proposition as announced by
the gentleman from Illinois during the hearings, and I chal-
lenge anyone to prove that it is incorrect.

I thought, perhaps, that the statement in the minority report
might be based upon the personal experience of those who
signed it, so last week I sent identical telegrams to the city
treasurers of the home cities of all the Members who signed
that report to ascertain the tax rate in their home cities, in
order to see how it compared with the rate in Washington.
Some of them live in small places—smaller than I realized until
I looked up the population in the census report—but I think it
is fair to say that the larger the city the more advantages it
affords in the way of paved streets, sewer system, water works,
public lighting system, and so forth, and the higher is the tax
rate, so that the comparison would naturally be inh favor of
their position.

The telegram in each case was addressed to the city treasurer,
and the body of it was as follows:

Will you telegraph me coliect tax rate for one year on assessed
valuation of property im (pame of town), including city, county, and
State taxes, and ba.st); of assessment, whether on full vaidation or not?

I will give the replies, us far as I have received replies,
from the different city treasurers of the home cities of the
signers of the minority report in the order in which their names
appear on the report.

The first is from the clty treasurer of Louisville, Ill., the
home of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, Wirriaams]. Louis-
ville, IlL., according to the census report, had a population in
1910 of 670. It is therefore cnly a village. I do not know
whether or not it has a sewer system, a publie lighting system,
water works, or how many paved streets, or what other city
improvements and advantages it may have; but the telegram
from the treasurer of Louisville is as follows:

Tax rate, eity, §1.433 ; county rate, regular, 50 cents, and special, 34
cents ; Stafe rate, 40 cents; taxes computed on one-half valuation,

Frep McUoLuM,
City Treasurer.

The combined rate given in the telegram makes a total tax
in Louisville, a village of 670 inhabitants, of $2.67 for every
hundred dollars’ assessment on a 50 per cent valuation, or $1.33
on a full valuation, which is one and one-third times as much
as the residents of the National Capital have to pay, with all of
its advantages.

Without taking the time to read the other telegrams in full, I
will only give their substance.

I did not receive any reply to my telegram to the city treas-
urer of Seneca Falls, N. Y. On looking up the census I find
reference to Seneca Falls village, and perhaps I did not properly
address the telegram. The treasurer of the city of Cumberland,
Md., the home of the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Zraraax]
replied that the taxes in that city, for the city were $1; for the
county, $1.17; for the State, $0.831, and that the assessed valu-
ation of the eity is $25,000,000, and the basis of taxation about
80 per cent. Twenty-five million dollars assessed valuation is
over one-fifteenth of the assessed valuation of the clty of Wash-
ington. The population of Cumberland was 21,000 in 1910.
The total tax rate on 80 per cent in Cumberland, according to
the telegram is $2.48 per hundred, or on a basis of 100 per cent
ga would be $1.98, or practically twice what it is in the National

pital.

The city treasurer of Clarksburg, W. Va., the home of the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. IReep], telegraphed that the
city rate there was 60 cenis; the State and county tax rate,
$1.44: and the basis of assessment, full valuation, making the
total tax rate of $2.20 in a city with a population of 9,201.

The city treasures of Cape Girardau, Mo., the home of the
gentleman from Missourl [Mr. Hays], telegraphed that the rate,
city, county, and State in that city is $3.38, and the assessment
basis 45 per cent. That is equivalent to $1.50—or one and one-
half times what it is in the great National Capital—in a city
with a population of 8,475.

The city treasurer of Lewisburg, Pa., a city with a population
in 1910 of 3,081, telegraphed that the assessed valuation of
Lewisburg is $1,520,605, that the school tax is 10 millg, the
borough tax 63 mills, the borough bond tax 23 mills, and the
poor tax 3 mills, on a valuation of 75 per cent, making a total
tax of 221 mills on the valuation of 75 per cent, or one and two-
thirds as much as is paid in the Distriet of Columbia,

The treasurer of the city of Steubenville, Ohlo, the home of
the geutleman from Ohio [Mr. MugprY], a city with a population
of 22,000, one of the largest from ywhich I received replies, tele-
graphed that the total tax rate there is $17.40 per thousand on a
valuation which is about three-fourths of the true valuation at
the present time, which would make $1.30 on a full valuation,
or one and one-third times what it is in the city of Washington.

Mr. MURPHY., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAPES. Yes.

Mr. MURPHY. The valuation for taxation when those fiz-
ures were given was such that you could not sell your property
for the tax value in many instances stated. The figures given
are not fair.

Mr. MAPES. That perhaps explains the wording of the latter
part of the telegram, which seeined to me to destroy its value,
but after the gentleman's explanation I think it helps, because
the telegram says:

This assessed valuation is about three-fourths of the true waluation
at the present time,

Icri, of course, is higher than it was when the assessment was
made.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Alr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAPES. Yes

Alr. WILLIAMS.
city of Steubenville?

Mr. MAPES. The total was $17.40.

Mr. WILLIAMS. On a two-thirds valuation?

Mr. MAPES. On a threefourths valuation. .

Mr. WILLIAMS. How would that make more than twice
the rate in the city of Washington?

Mr. MAPES. 1 said cne and one-third.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I misunderstood the gentleman. That in-
cludes the county and State tax?

Mr. MAPES. Yes; it includes all the tax they have to pay,
as the 1 cent inchudes all of the tax the residenis of the District
of Columbia have to pay.

I have only one more, from the city treasurer of Springfield,
Ill., the home of the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. WHaEeELEr., He
telegraphed that the total tax rate for the city of Springfield is
$6.673 on $100 assessed valuation, property assessed on one-
half of 65 per cent of full value, which is $2.13 per hundred on
full valuation, in a city with a population of 51,000.

Of course, there is no other city that has the same advantages
that Washington has, so that it is impossible to make an abso-
lute comparison with other cities, but for one I do not believe
that it is possible to successfully maintain the position that
property in Washington pays as much taxes as property in any
other city in the United States which approaches it in population
or advantages.

The witnesses before the committee in their attempt to justify
their position argued that the per capita tax, or the total tax of
the city, should be the basis of comparison. I do not believe that
there is any justness in such a comparison. Time will not per-
mit any more than a reference to that argument, but it seeins
to me that a person’s ability to pay or the amount of property he
owns should determine his tax obligation in Washington, the
same as it does in other places. In other words, to give an ex-
treme illustration, a community consisting of millionaires
should expect to pay more than a community consisting of
paupers, even though each has the same number of souls. The
great body of industrial workers and laborers in other cities,
whose per capita tax is small, more than offsets any similar
body in Washington, It is well known that there are scarcely
enough working people in Washington to take care of the de-
mand in this nonindustrial city.

The minority report, in addition to the interesting historical
résumé which it gives of the fiscal relations between the Na-
tional and District Governments, concludes with two other
statements to which T can only refer. It says that * the amount
of revenue derived from District taxation donbled by the addi-
tion of a like amount from the Federal Treasury is not more
than the needs of the District require.”

The answer to that is, as already pointed out, that it Is more
than Congress has appropriated for the last few years, or in all
probability will ever again appropriate in the future for the
needs of the District, and now is a poor time for Congress to
adopt a policy of more liberal appropriations for any department
of the Government.

The final conclusion of the opponents of the bill is that the
“ best interests of the Capital City will be served by leaving un-
changed the act of Juune 11, 1878.” It is {he old argument. Be-
cause a thing has always been, do not change it, no matter what
changes have taken place in the circumstaneces which brought it
into being. The Congress of 1878 could not fix the legislative
policy of the Nation toward the Distriet for all time.

There is nothing sacred about the half-and-half law. The rea-
son for it no longer exists. It was passed to save the city from
itself after a period of gross mismanagement and extravagance -
in the administration of the city’s affairs. The local adminis-
tration had been literally running riot in the conduct of affairs,
The joint select committee of Congress appointed in 1874 to
inquire into the affairs of the District government, of which the

What was the rate of the tax levied in the
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late distinguished Senator Allison, of Iowa, was chairman, said,
in its report:

Your committee are unable to see but one way in which the board—

the then board of public works of the District—could have expected to
an this large debt; that is,
a

Itz receiving aid from Congress, as it must
ve occurred to them that the resources of the District could not be
taxed sufficiently to pay them,

That joint select committee, to quote the language of its re-
port, “ unanimously arrived at the conclusion that the existing
form of government of the District is a failure and that no
remedy short of its abolition and the substitution of a simpler,
more restricted, and economical government will suffice.”

It also recommended “a tax of 3 per cent upon real estate in
the city of Washington and 23 per cent in the city of George-
town and 2 per cent in the county outside to maintain the govern-
ment of the District for the year ending June 30, 1875.”

It would be interesting to know why Congress in 1878 fixed so
much lower rate of taxation than was recommended by the joint
committee in 1874. Singularly enough there was very little dis-
cussion of the matter in the congressional debates,

Conditions in the District, however, have entirely changed

since 1878. The population then was about one-third of what
it is to-day. The city was greatly in debt and threatened with
bankruptey. Its total indebtedness was nearly $25,000,000, or

about $150 per capita, much larger per capita than that of either
New York, Boston, or Philadelphia at the time. Now the city
is prosperous, it has been greatly improved, it has a population
estimated at over 450,000, and its finances are in splendid con-
dition. In less than three years it will have no indebtedness.
Why should it be coddled any longer?

Indeed, the reason for the changed condition of affairs in the
District of Columbia now over what they were in 1878 and be-
fore is due not to the half-and-half provision in the iaw of 1878
but to the fact that Congress at that time determined to exercise
its constitutional power of exclusive legislation over the District,
which it had not done before. It has kept control of local affairs
ever since that time, and there iz no suggestion of a change in
that respect in this bill. As a matter of fact, the half-and-half
provision of the act of 1878 was a minor consideration in that
important piece of legislation, except as it furnished undue pro-
tection to the local interests from taxation with which to pay for
their own extravagance,

The joint select committee of Congress appointed pursuant to
the act approved March 3, 1915, speaking of the half-and-half,
gays very forcibly, on page 11 of its report:

While there were those in 1878 who doubted the propriety, or even
the expediency, of legislation fixing a certain and definite ratio of
contribution b& the vernment to the pasfment of the expenses of
the District, this act was apparently considered a satisfactory com-
. Bromlse solution of a problem then exceedingly difficult of proper

gtghrmﬁalgnn by reason of the conditions in the District of Co umgela
a a e,

But we think that the conditions of to-day and of the few years last
past are so different from the conditions of 1878 that this arbitra
rnle—a rule of then seeming necessity—need no longer be appllg
to District appropriations,

Then the District was under a great debt; to-day that debt has
been very largely paid, and the next few years will see it completely
paid in the manner we have described herein.

Then the District was suﬂeri.nrf from the many experimental forms
of government which had been tried in successive years almost; to-day
the form of government is one of long existence, tried and tested,

As said in the majority report:

It is not a sufficient answer to those who ask for the repeal of the
half-and-half prineciple to say that it is necessary in order to maintain
and support the Capital City on a scale befitting a great Nation,
Congress has always contributed to its care and upkeep, and un-
doubtedly always will. It is folly to argue that e Members of
Congress who come to Washington from all over the Nation, who repre-
sent the national thought, and who take a natural pride in their
Capital City, will not provide liberally for its maintenance. As a
matter of fact the American people as a whole take an ever-increasing
pride in the Natlon's Capital, and they will see to it that it is fittingly
and liberally maintained. Let the resldents of the District of Colum-
bin, who receive the most direct benefits from its development and
improvement, do their share as citizens of a great clity, and there need
be no fear but that the Nation as a whole, through Congress, wil! do
likewise.

It is perhaps to be expected that the big taxpayers in the
District of Columbia should desire to keep their taxes down
as low as possible, and therefore oppose any change in the
existing arrangement. If they can hoodwink Congress into
keeping the present tax rate of 1 per cent on the statute books,
instead of the average rate of other cities of 2 per cent, it
means a saving every year of just what they now pay in taxes.
It would be nice if your constituents and mine did not have
to pay any taxes to support the Government under which they
live, but they do, and as long as they do, why should the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia, who enjoy the privilege of
living in the Capital City, with all its advantages, be given
a freedom from taxation which people living in other cities,
with fewer advantages, do not have? People come to Washing-

ton to live for various reasons. I will not say that they come
primarily to escape taxation, but I will venture the assertion
that the tax rate here has no tendency to keep them mway.
I do not know why they come, but anyone who will take the
trouble ‘to investigate will find many cases of wealthy people
who elaim a residence in Washington, whose interests and
natural residence are in other places. -

I realize the strength of the opposition to this bill. But the
Congress of the United States ought to do justice to the people
of the Nation as a whole before being liberal to those who reside
in the District of Columbia.

Certainly it is not unreasonable to require the Distriet to
pay the expenses of the Distriet goyernment out of revenues
raised by taxation from the present low tax rate to the extent
that they are sufficient therefor. [Applause.]

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. LAxgaAM], a member of the committee.

Mr. LAxHAM, by unanimous consent, was given leave to re-
vise and extend his remarks.

Mr, LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, as a member of this committee
who attended the hearings and voted for a favorable report on
the bill under consideration, I think that the accusation can not
justly be urged against me that I have not a proper pride in
the beautification of the National Capital and in its civie progress
and development. In addition to the interest which every patri-
otic American feels in it, I have the added impulse and impetus
of having lived here many years as a boy and of having attended
the public schools in this city. And so, as a quasi-citizen of
the District through that personal experience of boyhood resi-
dence, I wish in my observations to be fair to its citizens and
also to the other people of the United States who as taxpayers
contribute a part of the District’s governmental expenditures,

It seems to me that the matter of pride in the Nation's Capital
does not necessarily enter into this question of its fiscal rela-
tions as presented by this bill. 1 think it may be safely assumed
that the Congress, composedd of representative and patriotic
citizens from all sections of our country, will at all times befit-
tingly maintain that pride, and that their legislative action will
reflect it.

I take it for granted that the people of the District wish loyally
to bear their proportionate part of the expenses of the govern-
ment with reference to the District. A proper regard for the
welfare of the Capital should, like charity, be at least mani-
fested here, even if it should not begin here. And I accord to
these citizens the same patriotic purposes which I claim for
myself. ]

The life of a citizen of the District of Columbia is not a
specially undesirable and burdensome one, He has many cul-
tural and educational and recreational advantages which the
people of the several States can not enjoy, even with an increased
rate of taxation. He does not contend that his tax contribution
is excessive. It is 1 per cent on a full valuation of realty and
tangible personal property and three-tenths of 1 per cent on
intangible personal property.

It should be borne in mind that not all the people of the
District wish or maintain that the present so-called 50-50 sys-
tem should be continued. Two of the commissioners who ap-
peared before the joint select committee in 1915 practically
advocated the abolition of it. Several citizens presented sim-
jlar views at the recent hearings. And it should. be remem-
bered, also, that the abrogation of this policy does not neces-
gsarily impair or prevent any efliciency which may have been
attained here in the operation and administration of taxation.
If the rate be low by reason of that efficiency, this bill does
not seek to make any change in that rate. The only extra
burden its passage would place upon the citizen of the District
would be one arising from a more adequate assessment of the
valuation of his property. Under the 50-50 plan it seems that
this valuation has necessarily been low in order that the reve-
nue might not be in excess of that which Congress could rea-
sonably be expected to duplicate.

The present system had its origin at a time when those who
advocated it said that 50 per cent was the proper and equi-
table proportion of expense to be borne by the National Gov-
ernment, That time, it seems, In the course of history has
passed, We shall see this from the present respective valua-
tion of governmental and private property.

I repeat that the bill under discussion does not seek to
change the system of taxation or increase the rate. There is
by existing law a limitation on the commissioners of the Dis-
triet which forbids the preparation of a tax program in excess
of double the amount of the estimated revenues for the fiscal
year, and the Secretary of the Treasury is likewise precluded
from submitting estimates beyond that sum. Under this limi-
tation has arisen a surplus of District revenues, referred to
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by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Wirrraums] as a small one,
but now amounting to more than $4,000,000. This amount,
now in the Treasury, has been paid by the people of the Dis-
trict of Culumbin through taxation, and it can mot be used
under the provisions of the prevailing 50-60 plan. This sur-
plus will increase rather fthan diminish under the present
régime.

There are some who believe that the Government should
bear no part of the expense of the local affairs of the Distriet.
It is not my contention that there should be any mathematical
nicety of proportion between the amount of expenses borne,
respectively, by the people of the United States and the people
of the District. But if one should contend for a principle of
this character, the present plan of 50-50 does not represent it.

A few days ago, for my information, I asked Mr. Willlam P.
Richards, assessor of the Distriet of Columbia, for a statement
of the relative valuation of United States property and of
privately owned property. In a letter to me dated January 8,
1920, accompanying a brief tabulation in this regard, he says:

The assesement of Government propes inclndes all lots, reserva-
tions, and parks owned by the United States and the 1mprovements
thereon. It does not include nngeof the streets or avenues, o ﬂ
streets, except so much as may inecluded within the small t gular
or circular spaces that come at street intersections. The total acreage
of Government-owned property is T,420 acres.

The asscssment ¢f exempt property was made by the Board of As-
sistant Assessors and the vu]ua n was deduced by comparison with
surrounding values of privatel estate. f course, where
praperty is ol a special site an Ln larfe holdings, the judgment of the
-assessors would gulde as to whether had any advantage over sur-
rounding {)rnpeﬂy and should be assessed at any higher rate. United
‘Btates buildings are included hereln at approximately two-thirds of
itheir original cost, although in a few instances allowance has been
made for «(epreciation. Many of them, being of a monumental char-
g‘r}:‘t;r, could not be reproduced to«day at anything like their original

The office Las, doring the last two years, obtalned a great deal of
detalled Informaticn as to the cost of Government bulldlngs from the
vnr[ous departments hayving such buildings in charge.

n regard to the parks included within the inclosed estimate, T will
rrt.-ne that Rock Creek Park, Potomac Park, Bolling Field, grounﬂs along
the Anacostia River, and stich Nplnees us the Insane A,syl Boys' Re-
form School. Soldiers’ Home, Naval Observatory, etc., are sil included,
and, in addition, some several hundred small circular nnd triangular
parks within the city limits are included in the estimate.

I think it would be well at this point to call attention te ithe
fact that county and city lines have been obliterated in the Dis-
trict, and that the same rates of taxation on real estate, tangible
and intangible personal property, apply in the outlying sections
of the District that exist in the city proper. Much of the Gov-
ernment property located in the District is not, strictly speak-
ing, in the city itself.

The table given by the assessor is as follows:

Asgsessed value of real and personal property, District of Columbia.
Bmlj-estﬁte taxnble, 1919
Lan

8208. 097, 025. 00

Improvements. 206, 513, 666. 00
Total 414, 610, 691. 00
Tax 6, 219, 160. 00
Tersonal property :
Tangitila (356 226 510 at 13 per cent _________ 843, 897. 66
Intangible J ‘.19 per cent).-. 880, 519. 34
Banks, public uuinias. ate. {2 to 6 per cent)___~ 951 234 04
Total 2, 875, 151, 04
Unlted States property :
Land 131, 660, 620. 00
Improvements 114, 097, 500, 00
Total 245, 758. 120..00
———————————— |
District of Columbin Ty s
8 lj-'_‘,gndo olum. properiy SQ‘B

lmprovements

10, 181, 700 00

Total 15, 080,'024. 00
Religious, edumtiunnl. charitable institutions, and
foreign legations:
' ST 10, 679, 003. 00
Improve ts 16. 754 600. 00
Total 27, 433, 603. 00
Real estate taxable, 1920:
Land 213, 499, 811. 00
Lmprov ts 213, 123 819. 00
Total 426, 623, 630. 00
‘Tax G, 390, 354, 45
The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.
Ar. LANHAM. I shall ask the gentleman from Michigan to

¥ield me additional time.
Mr. MAPES. I yield five minutes more to the gentleman.
Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. LANHAM. Yes.

Mr. LAZARO. As quoted in the newspapers, I find that the
minority report says that the amount of revenue to be derived
from the District taxation, doubled by the addition from the
Federal Treasury, is no mare than the needs of the District
require; that many very necessary ‘improvements are now
being delayed, and all the available revenue under the existing
arrangements will not more than meet the pressing needs of
the District for years to come. What does the gentleman say
about that?

Mr. LANHAM. T think the passage of the pending bill will
place at the disposal of the District of Columbia for expendi-
ture the surplus of more than $4,000,000 now in the Treasury.
As indicated, under fhe present system this surplus will in-
erease for the next few years, because a considerable part of
the revenue of the District is now being devoted annually to
the payment of the funded indebtedness, which will be entirely
paid in 1922, and the passage of this bill would help rather than
hmdgt the suﬂsractory solution of the problem the gentleman
presents,

Mr. LAZARO. By incrensing the taxes in ‘the District?

Mr. LANHAM. Not necessarily; but by making available
the entire revenue from the taxes in the District, supplemented
by such sum as Congress would see fit to appropriate.

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LANHAM. T have some things T want to say in the five
minutes just granted me, and I must decline to yield.

As will be seen from the table to which I have referred, the
valuafion of the property belonging to the United States is
$245,758,120, as against a total of $414,610,691 owned by the
people in the District, which falls considerably short of the
proportion of 50-50. ‘The valuation for 1920 of the District
property is $426,623,630.

Mr. JUUL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
anxious to have him answer a guestion.

AMr. LANHAM. My time is so limited that T must decline
to yield.

Mr. JUUL. T hope the gentleman from Michigan will give
him time so that he may answer the question.

"The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. LANHAM. The increase in the valuation of District
property from approximately $390,000,000 to more than $414-
000,000 during the fiscal years from 1915 to 1919, including the
war period, does not indicate an excessive assessment or an
intolerable burden; and, in my judgment, it does not properly
reflect the greatly increased price in sales and rentals in the
District.

I want to call attention to the per capita basis of comparison
upon which those who oppose this bill principally urge their con-
tention. Tables are inserted in the hearings which show the per -
capita payment of taxes on realty and personal property in many
«cities of the United States. These tables were prepared by
some gentleman connected with the Census Bureau, and Wash-
ington seems to enjoy a splendid rating according to this
standard. We are discussing a property and not a per capita
tax. That might be a fair basis for a comparison of poll taxes.
The Census Bureau probably gives the national debt also by its
Jper «capita burden, but we know very well that the payment
will not be made according to this per capita arrangement.
With reference to the matter in hand, such a standard is a
mere camouflage of figures.

For example, I notice on page 64 of the hearings in one of
these tables that in the city of Fort Worth, Tex., where I
reside, the per capita realty tax levied is $8.50, and in Washing-
ton, D. C,, it is $16.55. The per capita total property tax levy in
Fort Worth is given as $11.24 and in Washington as $20.68. We
have in the State of Texas a law requiring a full valuation. I
say without shadow of hesitation that assessment in Texas is as
nearly two-thirds of the value as it is in the District of Colum-
bia, where a two-thirds valuation is the basis. And yet, exclu-
sive of the State and county taxes which our Texas people pay
and which are not required of residents of the District of Co-
lumbia, the Fort Worth citizen in his municipal tax alone ex-
ceeds by six or seven dollars per $1,000 the tax contribution of
the Washington citizen. The per capita standard will hardly
be thought fair, under these circumstances, by the proverbial
Jones who pays the tax. And it is worthy of mention in this
connection that the people of the District of Columbia enjoy
many privileges and benefits similar to those which accrue to
the people of the several States by the payment of State and
county taxes from which the Washingtonian is immune.

Nor do 1 think the total revenues of the respective cities,
another favorite comparison of the opponents of this measure,
afford an accurate criterion for our guidance., Too many and
varied elements enter into a computation of this character, and
no city is strictly typical according to such a test. The nature

I am
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and extent of the funded indebtedness, for instanee, may ocea-
sion a considerable disparity in citles of approximately equal
population. And let we remark, in this comnection, that this
bill takes eare of the funded debt of the Distriet of Columbia
upen the existing 50-50 basis.

Mr. Chairman, it has been asserted at the hearings, and wilt
likely be restated om the floor of the House, that a number of
wenlthy men have been attracted to make their homes in Wagh-
ington by reason of the very low rate of taxation on intangible
personal property. 1 have even heard that some have been
able to defray their living expenses on the saving thus made
possible here. I have ne definite information on this subjeet,
but the positive statement was made before the eommittee that
some men of means have moved here because of such disparity
in rates in Washington and in the States. The Washingtonian
is entiiled to fair and just eonsideration, but he has no right to
demand that he be petted and pampered at the expense of the
people of the eounfry. In my humble judgment the provisions
of the pending bill are drawn in the real interest of the citizens
of our eountry, both here and elsewhere.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas has
expired.

Mr. GOULD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. Burpick].

Mr. BURDICIK, DMr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, I am one of those who came to the considerution of this
question prejudiced against the city of Washington, beeause,
as 1 thought, of the higher eost of living here, and beeause of
the many reperts that I have heard comcerning the way the
citizens of the District were escaping taxation. After lstening
to the hearings and studying the figures that were there pro-
duced, however, I am e¢onvineed that this change cught not
te be made at this time. It seems to me that when we are
trying to eurtail in every way, trying te save money for the
country, amd to pare down our expenses im every direction, it
is not a proper time for us te take up this measure and de
away with a law that has worked satisfactorily for the last 40
years, and do away with that law in such a way as will leave
unlimited the amount that the United States Government will
have to pay toward the administration of the District of
Columbia.

I was away from Washington at the time the minerity reporg
was signed, and I presume it was for that reasen that the
chairman of our comumittee did not telegraph te Newport to
find out in regard to our methods and raftes of taxation. I
would state for the information of the House that our rate of tax-
ation is about $1.80, and as has been well said by my colleague,
Mr. WiLLiaus, you can not judge, you can nel compare merely
by the rate alone, you must have the rate and the assessment.
It seems to me that here in the Distriet of Columbia we have a
method of assessment that is fair and equitable to all of the
citizens and the taxpayer. 'The tax assessor, unlike in many
of our eities and towns, is not elected by the people, but holds
a permanent appointment, and therefore is removed from any
prejudice or feeling that he might have that he has to favor
anyene in order to secure his reelection. The figures that have
been produeed before the committee show that the valuations
that he has put upon the property here in the District of Co-
lumbia are falr and equitable to all coneerned. If you look at
the tables that have been placed in the record, that have heen
produeed before the committee, you will find that those tables
show that practically the sales, and all ef the available data
from the sales, show that the tax assessment has equaled, if not
exceeded, the proceeds from the sales.

You will dlso find that based en the tax assessment and on
the tax rate as esiablished by law, that the citizens of Wash-
ington are paying an equal if not a larger amount per ecapita
than the eitizens of most any ether city of any of the Stafes of
the Union. Now, in our State of Rhode Island our assessors
are sworn to assess the property according to its true fair
market value, but as a matter of fact they do not. As a matter
of faet they assess It as low as G0 per cent, and in some cases
lower., Our State tax is bused upen our total nssessment, and
it is to the initerest of the cities and towns to keep the assess-
ment low in order to avoid the high State assessment. It has
been the tendency throughout eur cities and towns to keep the
assessment down and the rate up. And se it has been demon-
strated by the tables that bave been furnished before our
conunittee from a disinterested source, by Mr. Grogan, of the
Census Dureau, that whereas in many cities and towns through-
oug the United States the State law requires the full fair cash
value to be assessed that the tax was anywhere from 25 to 80
per cent, and not aecording te a true fair cash value. Therefore
it seems to me that as this whole attack upon this present half-

and-half gystem in the Distriet here is founded upon a misun-
derstanding, upon the suppesition thai the taxpayers of the
District of Columbia were not paying their full tax burden
and were not sustaining their proper propertion as between
the United States and the District, and as that has been abse-
hately demonstrated te my mind and the mind of many of the
members of this committee to be wrong, that we ought not at
this time to pass this bill to do away with that. As I under-
stand the attitude of the ecitizens of this District they want
to be sure of something definite. Noww, if we are going to wipe
away that has been em the statute books of the
United States for the last 40 years, we ought not to wipe that
away unless we can show something better, and we ought to
have a definite arrangement between the United States and
the District in order that this great national city of ours may
develop. Now, it has been said here there is a surplus of
$4,000,000 in the Treasury. That $4,000,000 has not been taken
from the taxpayers of the District, but it is woney that the
United States should have appropriated from year to year over
the past 40 years. It seems to me that is a very small amount
for that time, since 1878,

Mr. JUUL. I would like to ask the gentleman a question;
will the gentleman yietd?

AMr. BURDICK. I will yield.

Mr. JUUL. Does the gentleman maintain that there is an ob-
Hgation en the part of the United States Government to appro-
priate money to pay for purely local maiters?

Mr. BURDICK. Purely loeal matters?

Mr. JUUL. Yes.

Mr. BURDICK. I deo not eall anything that gees en with re-
gard to the maintenance of the District of Columbia as a purely
loeal matter; I call it a nationad matter.

Mr. JUUL. DPoes the gentleman maintain that if some real
estate men start a new subdivision in Washington it is part of
the business of the National Government for yeur State and
my State to pot down pavemerts, sewers, and furnish water?

Mr, BURDICK. No:; I do not maintain and have not se main-
tained——

Mr. JUUL. But the gentleman advecates 50 cents on the del-
kar for such improvements all right.

Mr. BURDICK. I do net maintain that the United States
Government should develop private property, and I de not under-
stand that it so dees; but I do maintain that the United States
should pay a fair proportion of all the expenses of maintaining -
the government of the Distriet of Columbia, and 1 do maintain
that there are many things here ia the Distriet of Columbia that
need attention and need large sums of money expended in the
development, not only of waterworks that has been referred to,
but schools, the fire depariment, and so forth.

Mr. JUUL, How does the gentleman get waterwerks in his
town—— ;

Ar. BURDICK. In my particular city—

AMr. JUUL. Your pecple pay for that?

Mr. BURDICE. In my particular city it is run by a private
corporation and ot by the-city. But this unexpended balunee
that has accumulated in the Treasury is not an indication that
the money is not needed here. We need here in the Distriet
more schools; we need g better system of waterworks; we need
a better fire department; we need more attention to our streets,
and there are vartous ways in whieh double the amount which
is now raised by taxation ean be well and economically spent,

because this is the national eity, and it eught to be the model -

city of the United States. [Applause.]
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE,

The committee informally rose; and Mr. Smrre of Ilineis
having taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from
the Senate, by Mr, Crockett, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed the bill (8. 331T) te prohibit and punish
certain seditious aets against the Government of the United
States and to prohibit the nse of the mails for the purpose of
promoting such acts, in which the concurrence of the House of
Representatives was requested.

The message also anpounced that the Senate had disagreed
to the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 1726) granting peusions and Increases of pensions to certain
soldiers and sallors of (he Regular Army apd Navy and of wars
other than the Civil War, and to eertain widows and dependent
relatives of such soldiers and sailors, had asked a confercnced
with the House on the disagreeing voies of the two Houses
thereon, and had appointed Mr, McCrasern, Mr. Saoor, and Mr,
Warsa of Montana as the conferees on the part of the Senate.
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The message also announced that the Senate had passed with-
out winendment bills of the following titles:

H. . 484. An act to provide for the erection of a I'ederal office
building on the site acquired for the Subtreasury in St. Louis,
AMo. ; and :

H. L. 7752. An act relating to detached service of officers of
the Regular Army.

EXPENSES OF THE GOVERNMERT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. GOULD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr, Zrararax].

Mr, ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, the majority membership of the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia in reporting this bill, which is to abolish the
present fiscal arrangement between the Government and the
District of Columbia, which arrangement has been in successful
operation since 1878, base their reasons for the passage of this
bill upon two propositions,

One is that there has grown up, because of the present system
of the Distriet of Columbia collecting one half of the expenses
of the District government and the Federal Government con-
iributing the other half, a surplus in the Treasury of the United
States to the credit of the District; and, second, that property
in the District of Columbia is very much underassessed.

Now, in reference to the first proposition, it is inevitable under
the present system that there should be a surplus in the Treas-
ury, because the District Commissioners are prohibited by the
act of 1900 from submitting estimates to Congress in excess
of the revenues of the District, and when these estimates are
cut by the Appropriation Committee the money goes into the
Federal Treasury as a surplus.

The present assessable basis for taxation purposes yields an
annual revenue of some $9,000,000, and under the present law
the Federal Government appropriates a like sum, making a total
revenue for the District for the ensulng year of $18,000,000, In
round figures.

The Commissioners of the District state in their annual re-
port that when they were preparing their estimates to the Con-
gress for the ensuing fiscal year they made material reductions
in the estimates submitted to them, and they made no esti-
mates for increase in salaries, because that matter was being
considered by the Joint Commission for Reclassification of
Salaries, and when the total of these reduced estimates was
reached the revenue needs of the District for the ensuing fiscal
year were $22,865,676, yet, because of the limitation of the law
above referred to, it was found necessary to reduce them to
$18,000,000 plus.

These estimates therefore fall short of the actual needs of the
Distriet by $4,623,670, although there is at this time a surplus
of Distriet revenunes, made up of accumulations over a period of
years, of $4,063,022,

Now, if the District Commissioners had not been prohibited
by the act of 1909 from submitting the actual revenue needs of
the District to the Appropriation Committee, they would have
submitted estimates of $22,000,000 plus, and if the present bill
is enacted into law at this time, and the Appropriation Com-
mittee was to allow the actual needs of the Distriet, the Govern-
ment's share of expenses under these estimated revenues would
be $13,000,000, in round figures, and the contribution of the
District to the expenses of the government would only be
$9,000,000, so that under the present plan proposed by the Mapes
bill the expenses of conducting the business of the District of
Columbia would be $4,000,000 in excess of what we will con-
tribute because of the limitation above referred to.

The surplus, upon which so much stress has been laid by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Margs], has grown up over
a series of years. The money is not in the District treasury;
it is in the Treasury of the United States. It is true it is
credited to the Distriet, but the District Commissioners can not
use this money until authority is given by Congress to do so.

Now, there have been no estimates made, no figures given, as
to the surplus for this year, the fiscal year ending June 30,
1920. I have just talked with the clerk of the Committee on
Appropriations and he informs me that owing to numerous de-
ficiency appropriations which must be made during the balance
of the present fiscal year there is hardly a possibility of there
being a cent of surplus during the present year. And the very
efficient clerk to that committee also advises me that if the reve-
-nues of the District during the coming year are sufficient to pay
the expenses of conducting the District government, the people
of the District are going to be mighty lucky.

Therefore, what reason can be advanced for the passage of
this bill at this time?

The system proposed, under which Congress ean appropriate
liberally during one year and meagerly or parsimoniously dur-

ing another year, was tried unsuccessfully in the Distriet for
more than 70 years.

And the wise statesmen who framed the organie act for the
District of Columbia, believing that the people of the United
States wished to contribute liberally to the upkeep and up-
building and beautification of their Nation’s Capital, decreed by
lawt that the Government should contribute one-half, or 50 per
cent.

Mr. JUUL, Will the gentleman yield there?

Mr, ZIHLMAN, I yield.

Mr. JUUL. I want to know if the gentleman thinks it is fair
and just to the country and the other cities of the country that
one-half should be paid out of the National Treasury if that
one-half reduces much more than what the Government ought
to pay in taxes if it was a taxpayer?

Mr., ZIHLMAN. I have stated to the gentleman that the
revenues of the Distriet and the contribution of the Federal
Government are not going to be sufficient during the coming
fiscal year to meet the actual needs and expenses of the Govern-
ment, as I have just read from a report of the commissioners.

Mr. JUUL., May I just ask the gentleman is there anything
constitntional or religious in the 1% per cent? Out in my town
and in yours if 1} per cent does not pay revenue enough they
raise it to 6,

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman there is nothing
to prohibit Congress in its wisdom raising the tax rate which
is fixed by law in the District of Columbia at any time without
the passage of the pending bill. If the rate is not sufficient, let
us raise the rate. But the estimates made by the District Com-
missioners are in excess of $22,000,000. The actual revenues
from all property taxed in the District are, in round figures,
§9,000,000. If the Government coniributes 50 per cent, an equal
amount, the actual revenues of the District are going to be
during the coming fiscal year $18,000,000. Therefore the needs
of the District are to-day $4,000,000 in excess of the revenues,
even taking into consideration the $9.000,000 contributed from
the Federal Treasury for the upbuilding, beautification, and
maintenance of the Nation’s Capital.

It is well known that because of this limitation, becanse the
District Commissioners are restricted in their estimates to the
acual revenues of the District, or one-half of the actual revenues
of the District, they are unable to provide in their Book of
Estimates for the very necessary school improvements. It has
been stated in the daily press of this city, and a report was
made by a committee representing the Washington Board of
Trade, that the school conditions of the District of Columbia at
the present time are a disgrace to this city and the Nation.

Mr. JUUL. Can not we levy more taxes?
Mr. ZIHLMAN, Congress can increase the tax rate of 1902
at any time.

Mr. JUUL. Mr. Chairman—

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Maryland yield?

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I do not think the gentleman’s questions
are relevant, and therefore I decline to yield further.

It is well known that money is needed for necessary highway
improvements. The District Commissioners in their report
state that the highways leading out into the States should at
least be kept up in as good a condition as the highways of the
neighboring States. And I heard a gentleman say the other
day, one who is not at all interested in this subject, and who
knew nothing about it coming up here to-day, that you ecan tell
the moment you hit the District line, coming in from the State
of Maryland, by the condition of the roads.

The District Commissioners have outlined a very elaborate
plan of park improvements here in the District which they are
unable to earry forward or to undertake at this time because
of insufficient revenues. -

There is need for a greatly augmented street and highway im-
provement program ; there should be prompt provision for mod-
ern bridges, as set forth in the District Commissioners' report,
where existing structures are not fitted to carry the burdens
of modern traffic; and there is need for modern equipment and
accommodations for the several refuse disposal systems, which
have greatly come under the direct supervision of the District
government,

Increases in the personnel of the police department as well
as in the salaries of its members are made imperative by the
growth of the city; the fire department needs not only better
salaries, but it should be expanded by the provision of addi-
tional fire houses in newly built-up sections of the city, and,
above all, it should be modernized by the substitution of motor
equipment for horse-drawn apparatus; all of which is covered
on page G of the report of the Commissioners of the Distriet
of Columbia.

They also point out that funds are urgently needed that the
Commissioners may proceed with the construction of the Gal-
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linger Municipal Hospital, and should be placed in operation as
soon as it is humanly possible.

Money is needed for the care of the feeble-minded, and for
a new institution to take the place of the antiquated Industrial
Home School.

It is mecessary, according to the Commissioners, and the
engineers of the War Department, that there should be plans
developed for an additonal water supply, as the District is to-
day using the safe maximum capacity of the present conduit.

A bill providing for the investigation of this subject has
rg;endy passed the House and is now on the calendar of the

nate.

Now, there is another very important matter that should be
considered In this connection, and that is that a great majority
of the employees of the District are receiving the same rate of
compensation that they received in 1874,

There are 934 employees in the District government who
receive less than $1,000 per year; 166 of them only receive $600
per year; 43 receive less than $700 per year; 111 receive less
than $800 per year and more than $700; and 247 of them recelive
between $800 and $900 per year.

These are men on the statutory pay roll, and, in addition to
these, there are a great many per diem employees who receive
less than is paid in other branches of the Federal Government.

The Congress of the United States has appointed a commis-
sion to investigate this matter. The time under which they
can make their report has been extended 60 days. No estimate
has been made by the Distriet Commissioners providing for an
increase in their compensation, which must be given in order
to enable them to live.

The Congress, through its proper functioning committee, has
regulated and conducted the affairs of the District of Columbia
in n most satisfactory manner, and there is no necessity of
abolishing the present system, which has been in operation for
more than 30 years, and substituting a method of raising reve-
nues which has been found mnsatisfactory and discarded.

The very able chairman of the committee—and I ecall atten-
tion to this fact to illustrate the haphazard and reckless method
by which the committee attempts to strike down the present
system and set up in its stend a new system—makes a report,
and on page 3 of that report it is stated that in 1922 the bonded
indebtedness of the District of Columbia is going to be paid off,
and that there is going to be an additional surplus in that year
of $487,704.

It is a far-seeing financier and statesman who can so aceu-
rately figure ont a surplus which will occur in 1922, in the face
of the rapidly mounting cost of materials and the mounting cost
of government, and if the predictions which have been made as
to the successful operation of the plans provided for in the
present bill are no more definite than the statements contained
in this report, then I malke the prophecy that in a very few
years Congress will be glad to restore the present system.

Therefore the matter of the surplus is inevitable under the
present system. The Distriet Commissioners are prohibited by
law from submitting estimates of their actual needs, and can
only submit estimates equal to the revenues, and as Congress is
bound to eut down these estimates in various particulars, a
surplus is the inevitable result.

Congress should appropriate the existing surplus to meet
some of the pressing needs of the Distriet, and the limitation
as provided in the act of 1909 should be repealed, as recom-
mended in the District Commissioner’s annual report.

Now, as to the statements which have been made as to the
undervaluation of property in the District, I find that in 1889
the total assessable basis of land and improvements in the Dis-
triet of Columbia was $115,000,000 plus. In 1919 it was $414,-
000,000 plus, so that there has been an increase in the assessable
basis of the District in the past 29 years of nearly 300 per cent.

In the fizures which have been submitted by the District As-
sessor's office I find a table of sales which have been made in
the downtown or business section of Washington, which is the
best barometer of values and actual values and assessments in
any community.

In 1916 the consideration of the sales in this section of the
ctiy were $3,481,650, while the basis of assessment, which is the
full value, taxes being pald on two-thirds of this amount, was
$4,280,268. In 1917 the consideration of sales In the business
section was $4,105,853, while the basis of assessment was $4,-
502,190. In 1918 the consideration of sales was $5,102,880,
while the basis for assessment was $5144,776. In 1919 it
reached $13,507.667 in the matter of considerations, and the
basis of assessment was $13,304,5669. The total consideration
for sales in the four years was $26,197,550 and the basis of
assessment $27,321,803,

The Southern Building, at Fifteenth and H Streets, was as-
sessed for $1,794,540, and the consideration of the sale in

1919 was $1,800,000. The site of the Cosmus Club, at 21 Madi-
son Place, was assessed at $269,250, and the consideration of
the sale was $250,000. The Washington Hotel site, at Pennsyl-
vania Avenue and Fifteenth Street, was assessed for $960,000
and sold for $800,000 in 1916. The Ames Building, in the 1400
block on G Sireet, was assessed for $193,230 and sold for
$155,000. The Y. M. C. A. Building, on I Street, was assessed
for $286,940 and sold for $250,000, The Lawrence Building, on
G Street, was assessed for $382,160 and sold for $332,500.

I venture the assertion that in no other ecity in the country
will the assessment reach the proportion of the sales price as
here shown,

The assessor’s office has also submitted transfers made in
1916 and the assessments as of that date, which show that the
assessments total more than the consideration given.

Since 1916 we have entered the war, and resident property
has doubled and trebled in value, and it is impossible for the
assessor's office to accurately determine the cash value.

A great deal has been said here to-day about the low rate of
taxation in the city, and, in view of the fact that each city has
its own methods and own laws governing the assessment of
property, this would hardly seem a fair standard in determining
property valoes in the District of Columbia, where one-third
of the real estate is owned by the Government.

Taking the cities of 80,000 and over which are near the city
of Washington we find that the per capita receipts for all
taxes in Baltimore, Md., is $21.05; Norfolk, Va., $21.03; Roa-
noke, Va., $12,87; Wilmington, Del., $11.56; and in Washington,
D, C., $23.79. These figures are taken from the United States
census report.

The per capita property tax levies in 1918 show that Balti-
more made a per capita tax levy of $20.02; New Orleans, $14.91;
Chieago, $22.48; Cleveland, $26.28; Indianapolis, $17.13; Louis-
ville, $17.02; Grand Rapids, $16.93; and Nashville, $10.58.

When it is considered that one-third of Washington’s popn-
lation is colored, and that a great element of this colored popu-
lation are comparatively poor, it would seem that the assess-
able basis in Washington and the taxes paid compare favorably
with the amounts levied and collected in like cities.

The needs of the District are many and pressing, and if the
present rate, which was fixed in 1902, is not sufficient to meet
these needs it should be increased in order that Washington, the
Capital of a Nation of more than a hundred million people, may
continue to be a source of pride to the people of a great Nation.

Above -all things, the citizens of the District are entitled to
more, whether the Government is going to contribute to the
maintenance of the District; and if so, as to what percentage
the Federal Government will contribute, and it should not be
left to the whim or caprice of each succeeding Congress.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. CoorEr). The time of the gentleman
from Maryland has expired.

Mr. GOULD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Woons].

Mr. MAPES. I also yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Woobps], with the understanding that e intends
to yield to other Members on his side.

HAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woons]
is recognized for 30 minutes. i

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. I yield seven minutes to the gentle-
man from Arkansas [Mr. CAraway].

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I came to Congress seven years ago. I got on the * town
council” by accident when I got here and stayed. I have read
everything that I have heard these gentlemen say in opposition
to this bill, when it was published in the papers the first year
I got here, It is an absolute waste of good white paper for
gentlemen to extend thelr remarks in the Recorp, because all
they have said was in the Evening Star yesterday and the day
before and the day before that. It has all appeared in the
Star and the Post and the other papers every time a measure
has been before this Congress that sought to aboelish the sacred
“ hahf-and-hahf.” I hope you notice how it is pronounced.
Some of yon have made the mistake of calling it * haf-and-hatf.”
[Laughter.]

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Wirnrams] said that all
hi# people, if I understood him correctly, were perjurers when
they swore that their property was assessed at 50 per cent. e
said it was really assessed at 8 per cent. Of conrse, that does
not apply to the gentleman's own property. I presume he has
some property to assess, DBut this does not deal with the
question of the rate of taxation. That is not reully invoived in
this bill. I should like to say this: Every man on this floor
who pays his faxes in his own city and pays taxes here pays
twice as much on the same valuation of preperty in his home
city as he pays here, and I shall pause to let anybody rise and
deny that who may wish to do so. I have paid taxes in two
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jurisdietions myself, and I know. Yet there is not another place
anywhere in the United States where the advantages are so
great as they are here. The rate of taxation in my home town,
a place of about 12,000 people, an ordinary town of that kind
and size, is three times as high as it is here and the advantages
are not a third as great.

These gentlemen talk to you about the vast areas of the Gov-
ernment’s property in the District of Columbia. Practically
every foot of that land consists of highly developed parks, which
the people here have been relieved of the expense of acquiring
and improving. Now, who of you would think of complaining
if somebody would donate to your city a beautiful park like Rock
Creek Park? Yet they want to charge the people living in
every town and village and on every farm and ranch in America,
levy tribute upon them to help maintain Rock Creek Park,
because they say it is Government property, although it is
exclusively enjoyed by the people who live here or who happen
to be temporarily residing here.

‘Just in passing, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, WiLriams]
was talking about the rate of taxation and that the people of
the District of Columbia were overtaxed. I do not know about
that. T know that if the property is worth anything like the
rent that they charge for it, it is not assessed at 5 cents on a
dollar of its actual value. I have been a renter occasionally
myself, and I know that. And if T am not mistaken the rate
of increase in taxation in the District of Columbia has been
only 4 per cent in six years.

Mr. ROWE. Six per cent.

Mr. CARAWAY. Six per cent. Yet the value on real estate
has increased more than 100 per cent in that time.

Therefore if they were assessed 75 per cent four years ago,
they are not assessed 35 per cent now and everybody knows it.

But I am going to make this assertion, that the Government
ought not to contribute one 5-cent piece to the maintenance of
local improvements in the District of Columbia. [Applause.]
It ought to keep up its own property and it ought not to do
anything more.
not be glad to duplicate every improvement that the Govern-
ment has in the District of Columbia, give the Government a
free title to it and exempt it from any contribution fo local
improvements, and then be the gainer by getting the Govern-
ment's activities. The Government is the greatest employer
and it has the greatest pay roll of any institution in the world,
and it makes the prosperity of the District of Columbia. Yet
they say that it is a great burden for them to carry. There are
counties in my State where more than 50 per cent of all the
land in the county is in a Government forest reserve, growing
timber in order that the people in the Distriet of Columbia and
in your State and in every other State in this Union may have
lumber. Yet the Government does not contribute 5 cents to-
ward maint. ning the local government in those counties, and
the people owning the 50 per cent of the property must bear
all this expense. Yet the forests make no local returns, the
people there get no advantage you do not enjoy with them. It
does not furnish employment, it does not maintain a pay roll or
increase the prosperity of the people living near it. It is simply
maintained for the benefit of all the people, and if I should
introduce a bill to-day asking you to pay half the expenses of
those counties you would not vote for it. The gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Wiiriams] would not do it. The gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. Zraraan] would not do it, and these other gen-
tlemen who spoke here would not vote to pay 5 cents of the
expenses of the local government there, although the Govern-
ment of the United States owns one-half of all the taxable
property in the county if it were listed for taxation. There are
States in this Union where the Government owns nearly 90
per cent of all the lands in the State, and yet the other 10
per cent in value and area are required to keep up all the
expenses of the State, county, and municipal governments, and
these reserves add nothing to the local revenues at all. If there
is a man here who will say that he will vote for a bill to pay 90
per cent of the expenses of those local governments, because 90
per cent of the property in those States belongs to the Govern-
ment of the United States, I wish that man would stand up and
say so. And yet, if you are not willing to do that, you are not
willing to do exact justice under similar conditions. For in-
stance, the people in the District of Columbia. [Applause.]

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes
to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. SissonN].

Mr. SISSON. Mr. Chairman, I have appeared before the
House a great many times in the discussion of this guestion,
and I ean not add anything to what I have already said, To
the membership of the House who have kept up with the dis-
cussion this bill is a very simple one. It does not . attempt,
as explained by the chairman of the committee, to change the

There is not a city in America that would |

rate of taxation, it does not attempt to change the basks or
the rule of valuation of property. It simply provides that
the money collected for the Distriet of Columbia under the
present rule of assessment, under the present rate of taxation,
shall be first used before the Federal Treasury responds toward
its part of the expenses of the Distriet of Columbia.

Now, in the short time that is allotted to me I can not go
into all the details; but the amount of money which the Fed-
eral Government responds to in the maintenance of this gov-
ernment does not all appear in the District of Columbia appro-
priation bill. There is more than a million dellars included in
the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill, in
the sundry civil bill, and in the deficiency bills. Of course, the
items in the deficiency bills are items that appear in the legis-
lative and the sundry civil, where there has not been enough
money appropriated to conduet the activities,

Gentlemen, when you understand the history of this legis-
lation, when you go back to that time when the District of
Columbia was overwhelmingly involved in debt, when there was
something like 50,000 or 60,000 people in the District, when
they owed between forty and fifty million dollars, you will
know that the-time had come when the bonds issued under the
existing government were about to mature and they were
having great difficulty in having the bonds refunded. The gov-
ernment was so corrupt that it was a stench in the nostrils of
the American people.

Congress regarded itself as responsible because the State
of Maryland and the State of Virginia had ceded to the Na-
tional Government the sovereignty over this little spot called
the District of Columbia; and when the Government of the
United States felt that it did not want to be troubled with loeal
government it had passed an enabling act for the District of
Columbia to run its own affairs. When the Government found
itself confronted with the proposition that this was not a
decent and safe place for people to live in, that it was a place
where they would steal all the property belonging to the Dis-
trict, as was argued by Mr. Blaine in the Senate and Mr. Black-
burn in the House, who went into all the details in discussing
this question, it was proposed that the Federal Government
should assume the payment of the indebtedness of the Distirct
of Columbia, and they issued what is known as the 3.65 honds.
That is, they would take over the government, collect all the
money, and guarantee the payment of that enormous debt.
By the way, in 1922 that debt will be liguidated, for the Fed-
eral Treasury responded not only to the half of the forty-odd
million dollars but in addition the Federal Government re-
sponded in its half of the interest.

Now, the District of Columbia, in that dire condition where they
could not pay the debt without an overwhelming taxation that
would amount to corfiscation, under that condition the Federal
Government, in order to relieve the burden then on the tax-
payers, passed this 50-50 proposition. And yet you will find
these gentlemen who have been enjoying that benefit for nearly
50 years say that this is a sacred right. Gentlemen, I deny
that. Under that system they have greatly reduced the rate of
taxation in the District of Columbia, until the last legislative act
provided that there should be only 15 mills tax on a two-thirds
valuation, which is the same as 1 mill on a full valuation. The
newspapers are beginning in a mild method to say that the rate
of taxation should be reduced in the District of Columbia be-
cause the District of Columbia pays more taxes than it ought
1o pay.

é)erﬂlemen, I make this statement after one year’s Investiga-
tlon. I wrote to all the cities of 150,000 inhabitants and over,
and I say without hesitation that, with the State and county
taxation, those people pay over two and a half, three, and in a
few instances nearly four times as much as they pay in the
District of Columbia. No juggling of fizures can change that
fact. If you want to find out—I shall not call names—but
certain newspapers in the city of Washington contend that the
difference is in the assessed valuation. I went to some gentle-
men of the House, some Members of the House and some out-
side, and asked them how much they had invested in the city,
and they told me. I asked them how the taxation of property
here compared with the taxation at home, and in every instance
they said that their home city tax was twice what the whole tax
was here, and in addition they had to pay the county and State
tax. Now, the county and State tax is all merged into one in
the District of Columbia.

This bill is the fairest, in my judgment, that the people of the
District of Columbia can ever get. We do not change the rate
of taxation nor the rate of assessment. We change no law.
We simply say by this bill which is before this House—and
the question has been before the House before and was passed
first by a large majority, second by a two-thirds, and third by
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a great many more than two-thirds. The first time the House
was unable to get a roll call, the next time the advocates of the
half and half did not even ask for a roll call. There has been
only one attempt when it was seriously discussed in the Senate
by Senator KExyox and Senator James, the only two men who
did discuss it. The vote in the Senate was astounding.

From that date to this they have not dared to submit that
matter to the Senate under a fair discussion. Not only that,
but in conference—and I am not betraying any secrets, because
I made the statement once before in this House—I told the
Senate conferees, “ If you will make a clear statement in writ-
ing, stating your reasons for adhering to ihe half-and-half plan,
I will take that written statement of fact to the House of Rep-
resentatives and I will read that written statement as your
reason and not open my mouth, and simply say to the House
that that is the reason upon which the Senate proposes to
stand,” and the conferees on the part of the Senate declined to
make a statement, and no man who knows the facts can go
back home to his people and justify this system of taxation.
[Applause.]

Now, a word with reference to the people living in the
District of Columbia. I told one of those citizens who came
to me and asked what measure of taxation they were going to
have, that of course we wanted a just and reasonable rate,
as the other people throughout the country pay, and I said
that that was all that they ought to pay. He replied that this
half and half simply fixed the amount, and that it was a pro-
tection to the people of the District. I said, “ You talk about
the half and half, but suppose for the sake of argument that
the people of the Distriet of Columbia should find themseives
confronted by a Congress that had determined to make Wash-
ington one of the most beautiful cities in the world; suppose
that they had decided to spend $100,000,000 in the beautifica-
tion of parks and various portions of the city and called upon
you to put up another $100,000,000. It would practically be
confiscation, and you would then cry out against the half-and-
half plan.” I said further to bhim that it was only because he
was paying about half the rate of taxation that the other
people pay that he wanted this continued, and suggested that
hie would better accept the proposition that Congress was now
making, because if they do not, if it ever gets to be an issue
in congressional districts, my prediction was that there would
be many a strange face here, because it is the simple things in
Congress that frequently determine the result of elections more
often than the large ones. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi has expired.

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I think we all con-
cede, and certainly the majority of the committee concede,
and it is their disposition, that the people of the city of Wash-
ington should not be taxed more than the people of the country
and other cities of similar size. We all believe that the
National Capital should be an object of pride—in its upkeep, in
its beauty, in its living conditions, in its advantages and
opportunities, of every American citizen, and I have seen no
disposition manifested on the part of any member of the com-
mittee to discriminate or to tolerate discrimination against the
National Capital. It is admitted, however, by the citizens’
comimnittee opposing this measure that they are taxed 1 per
cent on actual valuation. It is actually less than that, but we
will take that for the sake of argument. They have marshaled
a mass of figures of per capita tax, and different kinds of taxes
compared with other cities, but I have only to ask the members
of this committee to use their own observation in their own
cities, and I will venture to say that in the country over there
is hardly a Congressman here who will not say that cities
of this size in his State pay an ad valorem tax of at least 2 per
cent or practically that. Not only that, but the other cities
pay different kinds of taxes which do not prevail here. You pay
an income tax and there is none to pay here, for municipal
purposes. You pay an inheritance tax in your own State and
rone here. You pay an occupational tax and there is none
here. This ad valorem tax is practically the only tax that the
citizens of Washington pay. Take your automobile—

Mr. HUSTED. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. HUSTED.
Washington get off very easily, but is there not some merit
in the contention that the proportion should be definitely deter-
mined, instead of being left up in the air, as I assume it is by
the provisions of this bill?

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. I think that would be most de-
sirable, and if the gentleman can tell me an act of Congress can
be passed which another Congress can not change, I would
be very glad to have him do so. I think the proportion is

I have not any doubt that the people of-

unfair to the country. I do not think the people of the city
of Washington are paying taxes commensurate with the citizens
of other cities throughout the country.

Mr. HUSTED. Of course, you can not pass an act of Con-
gress that some other Congress can not change, but it seems to
me that it would be desirable for the people of the District
who own real estate here to have some idea as to the proportion
which the Government will pay and the proportion which the
city will pay.

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. That would be desirable.

Mr. HUSTED. It would seem to me a bad thing to leave it
up in the air, leave it to some committee to determine each
year what it shall be.

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. I take it that if the Congress
fixed the proportion that proportion would be maintained for
a number of years, certainly until conditions changed. I
started to say something about the automobile privilege tax.
You know what you pay at your home. You pay only $5 here.

Mr. MANN of Illinois. Oh, more than that.

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. I am not falking about the ad
valorem tax.

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I would suggest to the gentleman that ha
has overlooked the poll tax, such as he pays in Virginia.

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. Yes; and we find it a very helpful
thing. It gives us a betier electorate. ILet us take the in-
tangible tax alone. These gentleman have marshaled here a
set of figures to disprove a fact that all of us know when we
come to look at the conditions in regard to making up this
intangible tax. This intangible tax here for the year 1919
was $880,000. Down in my district in the city of Lynchburg,
with a population in 1910 of 29,000 plus—it has increased
since—the taxpayers pay an intangible tax of $253,000, and
intangibles are taxed at a rate lower—nearly one-third as much
as is paid in this wealthy city—than any other property. I
think that this submission of figures is a species of legerdemain
to disprove a fact. The property owners of the District of
Columbia are not paying a tax commensurate with the tux paid
by other people. They ought to pay more, according to the
privileges they enjoy, and inasmuch as they have no voice in
the Government Congress ought to be very careful to see to it
that they are not unjustly treated.

Mr. JUUL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. Yes; for the question, because my
time is limited.

Mr. JUUL. The gentleman stated they should pay no more
than a fair tax. Does not the gentleman think that they
should pay a sufficient tax to pay for what is absolutely local?

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. No; I think in view of the fact
that a good deal of Government property is not taxed here,
in view of the fact we want to maintain this city on a
high plane, I think the Federal Government should contribute
to the expense.

Mr. JUUL. That is exactly what I said, that the Govern-
ment should pay that part that the buildings here would
justify and the rest should be paid by the city.

Mr. WOODS of Virginia. The city should certainly pay more
than it is paying. Mr., Chairman, I yield the residue of my
time to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SAUNDERS].

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Virginia is recog-
nized for five minutes.

Mr. SAUNDERS of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I have heard
the arguments in reference to the half-and-half proposition
during a period now of something like 14 years, but have never
heretofore taken any part in the debate. It seems to me, how-
ever, that this insistence on the part of the citizens of the city
of Washington that they have some sort of moral right to this
exact proportion of 50 to 50, is so illogical and so unreason-
able that it justifies a few words on my part in opposition to
this contention. I understand that some gentlemen have stated
that should the House discontinune the present plan of making
appropriations for the District they propose to carry the fight
into their distriets. I would advise them against this course.
[Applause.] If the people in the country districts come to a full
realization of the meaning of the half-and-half system, namely,
that it is such an appropriation of the national funds that it has
served to make Washington the Mecca of the tax dodgers, T
imagine that the voters will not be slow to rebuke the men
who are responsible for the continuance of this unjust and
viclous system. [Applause.] Mr. Chairman, that is precisely
what Washington is to-day. Men from all over the United
States come to this city by reason of the favorable tax condi-
tions that prevail here, as compared with conditions at home,

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. If the gentleman will permit, I
would like to suggest this to my colleagues, that perhaps we are
talking about one thing here which is taxation, but not legis-

"
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lating about that thing, but, on the other hand, legislating in
reference to something else, and that is the matter of proportion.

Mr, SAUNDERS of Virginia. We are legislating in this bill
in a way to make possible hereafter a just and adequate sys-
tem of taxation to meet locul needs. Our present complaint
is that the United States is called upen to furnish one-half of
the money required for purely local necessities. I have in
mind a case from Virginia that will illustrate the point I made
a few moments ago. A very large property owner in that State
from the district represented by my colleagne, Mr. Woops, was
vequired to make a return of his intangible property for taxa-
tion. This gentleman had a very small amount of real estate,
but a very large fortune otherwise, and the city of Lynchburg
saw no reason why he should not pay his taxes on this prop-
erty, and thereby contribute to the general fund for ecivic
purposes. At the very moment that the city of Lynchburg was

- preparing to take praetical steps to enforce its tax laws against
this taxpayer, he hied himself to the city of Washington, where
there was no tax on intangibles to vex him, or limit him in
the enjoyment of his large estate. He lived here for the balance
of his days. What was true of that particular gentleman, is
true of very many others who have come here from the various
States of the Union to escape local taxation. It is not just to
these localities that Washington should offer a comparatively
tax-free haven to great wealth. My colleague, Col. YWoobs,
mentioned various taxes not found here, but which exist in
ithe States, the inheritance tax, the income tax, the poll tax
as suggested by the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Zriararax],
and still other taxes paid by the taxpayers at home but not
a part of the tax system of Washington. In spite of the fact
that all of these taxes are essentially just, and paid elsewhere
we are asked to maintain a system which renders these taxes
unnecessary, so long as the Nation pays one-half of the sum
required for the municipal purposes of Washington. The tax-
payers of Washington should be fairly taxed for ecivie require-
ments, leaving the Government free to supplement the fund
thereby raised, to such an extent as may be deemed proper.

Mr. REED of West Virginia. Where does this bill change
that?

AMr. SAUNDERS or Virginia. This bill does not change that
at all. But as soon as we change the absolute fifty-fifty rela-
tionship, the legislation will follow by which we will impose a
just system of taxation, The first thing however to be done
is to terminate the present arbitrary and illogical relationship.
That is what we propose to do now. Mr. Chairman, I am per-
fectly agreeable to the proposition that by reason of the fact
{hat the Capital of the Nation is here, we ought to make a con-
tribution out of the Treasury to make this n city beautiful, but
1 deny that with reference to schools, and other purely local
features of the city government, they should be maintained in
part out of the national funds. Why should we pay for them?
Continually Congress is being upbraided by the newspapers of
this Capital, for not increasing the pay of the policemen, for
not increasing the pay of the firemen, for not increasing the pay
of the school-teachers. Discontinue the arbitrary and unjust
fifty-fifty plan, and then the people who desire increases in
these directions, can be taxed to provide the funds necessary.
The money required, will appropriately be provided by the very
people who insist that these increases should be made.

Mr. FOCHT. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. SAUNDERS of Virginia, I do not know that I have any
time remaining. If the gentleman will give me half a minute,
I will try to answer his question.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. GOULD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr., ANpREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
fnous consent fo revise and extend my remarks,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I consider it a
g;-i\‘ilege as well as the duty to oppose the passage of this bill.

or several years I have followed the course of the propaganda
resting behind this proposition. This bill is the direct product
of certain ideas that were distilled in the mountain dews of
Kentucky., Just why they have now got a home in the State
of Michigan I am unable to explain—

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska (continuing). Unless perchance
that is the home of the great idealist, Henry Ford.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Yes; for a question,

Mr, ROBSION of Kentucky. To what does the gentleman re-

fer?
Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. I refer to the fourth Kentucky
district.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Well, that is all right.

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Certainly it is; the gentleman
recognizes the history and the story.

Mr. Chairman, when this discussion was commenced some
eight or nine years ago, I noted that many allegations were
made that marked dishonesty had been practiced against the
United States in the final settlements between the District of
Columbin and the Federal Government under the law of 1878,
I turned to the files of my office in the Treasury and drew up
the accounts to which those charges related. I called for the
clerk that made the examinations. I went through the story
and reached the conclusion that the charges were untrune. Very
soon after that the Secretary of the Treasury directed a re-
examination of that guestion, and the decision of the chief law
?tﬂfer of the department sustained my conclusion in relation
o it

Now, I want to say that, so far as the Treasury Is concerned,
so far as the expenses of the District may be concerned, that
I do not see any grave danger in the surplus to which the
majority report refers. When I read that report and noterl
the uneasiness of mind with which the chairman penned those
lines it ocenrred to me that he must have been the campaign
manager of the national campaign of 1884, charging that a
surplus in the Treasury was a national menace. Here we meet
again with a surplus of $4,063,000, a great menace to the Dis-
triet, o great menace to the taxpayers of the Nation! Why do
we have that surplus of $4,063,000? Simply because, and only
because, Congress has refused to appropriate the reqnired
amount of money to take that portion ont along with other
moneys to pay the bills estimated for by the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. I will yield.

Mr. BLANTON. I will tell the gentleman why it is there.
It is because $4,063,000 has been taken out of the people’s
pockets and put into the Treasury.

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Here is the answer, and I
want the gentleman to notice: Beginning with 1910, including
1920 and the years intervening, on the District bill alone the
commissioners asked for $22,0640,000 more than Congress ap-
propriated. There is the reason, and that is the only reason.
Necessary improvements were refused from year to year. The
public schools have suffered seriously.

Now, let us turn for a moment to some of the by-produets of
this propaganda. What are they? When this propaganda com-
menced many of the people leaning money from the various
States to people of moderate means in the District of Columbia
who were trying to build moderate homes served notice that the
loans would be recalled at maturity. When the loans could
not be paid the rates of inferest were advanced, so that clerks
in the departments drawing moderate salaries, clerks in the
stores, and in the shops, and the factories, were compelled to
pay increased rates of interest, from 4% to 5 and 5% to G per
cent. It would have been higher than that if the law had not
made 0 per cent the maximum. Increased rates of rent fol-
lowéed necessarily. There, Mr. Chalrman, is the explanation of
the paralysis in the real estate market of the District of Co-
lumbia. That answers why there has been no appreciable
advance in the real estate market on property sold in the major
part of the District of Columbia.

Now, I have heard men directly responsible for this propa-
ganda on the floor of this House talk against profiteering,
when, as a matter of fact, the propaganda initiated and pro-
mulgated by those very men have taken from the pockets of
people of moderate means millions upon millions of dollars in
the District. I know these things, because I was right in the
midst of the men and the women who had to meet them. That
is the actual result of this vicious propaganda. That is one
reason why I consider it a privilege and a duty to vote against
this bill. We shonld have something fixed and definite, as we
were supposed to have before this propaganda began.

Turn for & moment to the early history of the Nation and the
founding of the Capital here. Read the words of George Wash-
ington, Alexander Hamilton, Thomas Jefferson. What was the
idea of building the National Capital on a small tract of ground?
What was logically involved in the plan? That plan'directly in-
volved the necessity on the part of the General Government to
provide for the expenses of its own National Capital. There
was no other course available, It was absolutely unquestioned.
Washington and Hamilton and .Jefferson saw growing up on
a small section of land a National Capital of dignity and

er, commensurate with the dignity of the Amerienn Repnblic.

ow could it be provided for outside of the National Treasury?
On this basis I assert this proposition, that it is, Mr. Chairman,
the primary duty of the Federal Government to support the Na-
tional Capital. [Applause.] Mark you, that principle is in-
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volved In the original idea. But in the development of the plan
under the law now in force, who is it that does the work? The
President of the United States and the Senate furnish the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia. Through executive
power of the Federal Government the District government is
created. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia, the
judges of the courts, the policemen on the streets, the school
board, and the teachers in the public schools are the representa-
tives of the Federal Government of the United States. They
are not the representatives of the people who live permanently
in the District of Columbia, because no one votes here. There
are no elections here, the government being under the direct
control of the President and Congress. The President appoints
the principal executive and court officials and Congress enacts
the laws, including what are commonly called ecity ordinances.
Presidents, members of Cabinets, Senators, Congressmen, officers,
and clerks in the departments go home tfo their respective States
to vote, just as though the District of Columbia, ineluding Wash-
ington, were a part of each voting precinct in the United States.
For that reason it is the duty of the Federal Government to sup-
port the government it has created to manage and control
affairs in the District of Columbia.

But the people who come into the District and hold property
here should help the Federal Government pay the bills, Now,
I want to call attention to this faet. We should reverse our
ordinary method of reasoning. Frequently it is said that the
Government should help the people of the District finance the
enterprise. Not so. The people of the District should help the
Federal Government finance the enterprise; and if $1.50 on each
$100 will not meet the needs of the National Capital, make
the rate still higher until it does. And let the Federal Govern-
ment and the people of the Nation and of the Distriet of Co-
Iumbia stand side by side and furnish the money to do the
work.

How much have we heard, even from the chairman of the
conmittee, in regard to the improvement of our schools?
Searcely a word. Who uses the schools? The children of the
Members of Congress, of Senators, and clerks in the depart-
ments. Unele Sam does business here. His people and his sery-
ants are the ones that receive the largest benefits, But let
the property located here come side by side with the needs of
the District. Develop the water system as it ought to be;
develop the schools as they ought to be developed. And, my
friends, upon that basis the present law will not furnish us
any more money than we need. I doubt whether it will fur-
nish enough. If I were voting for a change in existing law and
conditions, I would say advance the rate of taxation and let the
Federal Government meet if, and put in the water system,
enlarge your schools, until the National Capital shall stand as
a model to the nations of the world in education, in beauty, in
attractiveness everywhere. And if we reverse this little by-
play in mathematical gymnastics in trying to prove something
and hitting nothing we will get somewhere in the advancement
of the great work of the National Capital.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the rest of my time. [Applause.]

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from 1llinois [Mr. Hexry T. RaINey].

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I have never until
now participated on the floor in these discussions over the half-
and-half proposition. But five years ago I served on the Joint
Committee on Fiscal Relations to investigate this subject. We
deliberated nearly all summer of the year 1915 and the major
portion of the fall. We took nearly 2,000 pages of testimony
and prepared and signed and presented a unanimous report on
the subject to the House of Representatives and to the Senate.
My colleague from Illinois [Mr. Wrrriams], with the diligence
which always characterizes him in everything he undertakes,
copies portions of that report in which it appears that the mem-
bers of the joint commission said :

The annual tax rate in Washington is approximately $16 per capita.

In the judgment of your committee this is a reasonable tax levy at
this time, es]m:iallir when we consider, as we must, that a large pfo‘l;or.
tlon of the popunlation here pays but a small amount of taxes imposed,

We find from the evidence of fair-minded men, residents of Washing-
ton, familiar with real-estate values in general, that the present assess-
ment of real estate for taxation is fair and reasonable.

This portion of that report is quoted as a reason why this bill
should not pass.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will my colleague yield?

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Yes. .

Mr. WILLIAMS. That portion is quoted fo disprove the
statement that the citizens of the District of Columbia are
undertaxed.

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Yes. The three Senators on the
joint comml!ssion are no longer Members of that body. The only
members of that joint commission are Judge Garp, of Ohio, and

myself. He will confirm what I am now prepared to say, that
although the investigation was ex parte in character, and we
heard the gentlemen who principally represented the District
of Columbia and presented matters from their viewpoint, every
member of that joint commission reached the conclusion that
the half-and-half proposition ought to be repealed. In our re-
port, which was prepared by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Ganp]—every word of it was written by him, and he will con-
firm what I say—we recommended in the report the very legis-
lation which is now pending before this House.

Now, I note also—and I have not much time—that my col-
league from Illinois, Mr. WILLtAMS, quotes from Gov. Blackburn,
of Kentucky, referring to a speech he made on May 7, 1878,
speaking in the House in favor of the half-and-half bill, and he
correctly quotes from his speech. Gov., Blackburn at that time
was chairman of the Committee on the District of Columbia and
prepared that half-and-half bill. He himself drew this measure
which is ealled the fundamental law of the District on the sub-
ject, and he spoke in its favor, and largely on account of the
fight he made his bill was written into the law.

Now, Gov, Blackburn appeared before our committee in
1915, 37 years after he made this speech., When he appeared
he was a member of the Lincoln Memorial Commission, resid-
ing here in the-city of Washington. Gov. Blackburn on that oc-
caslon, in 1915, referring to the subject, said—and what Gov.
Blackburn thought about it in 1915 is of more value now than
the argument he used in 1878:

The status of 1878 no longer exists here now, For that reason T
believe that the time has come to abolish the 50 per cent division of
;xe[:]otuacs between the private property holders and the Federal Govern-

I am reading from page 1426 of Document No. 247, Sixty-
fourth Congress, first session.

If the half-and-half division of the expenditures was fair in 1878,

it certainly Is not fair now.
- L L - - -

L]
There are other reasons that commend themselves to my judgment.
I do not believe that the Federal Government ought to be in a busi-
ness partnership with angbody. I do not think it comports with the
dignity of a nation of 100,000,000 people to maintain a business part-
nership with those who pay taxes in the District.
®

L - - - - L ]

I do not believe that any man should be benefited by or penalized
because of his living in the Capital (.‘itg. L S T

I believe that that partnership ought to be dissolved. The law of
1878 has stood the test of experience for more than one-third of a
century, It has lasted longer than I thought it would endure at the
time of its enactment. * * *

I have no regrets to express and no apology to offer for the act of
1878. For 36 years it has answered the Furmen of those who framed
it and answe those purposes well, I think; but I think the time has
come now when a different condition should obtain.

And then Col. Worthington, representing the District organi-
zations, called his attention to this very speech, a portion of
which my colleague has embodied in this report, and Gov.
Blackburn said :

I repeat every word of that now, and indorse every word of it now.
I have stated to the joint committee that at that time I believed that
the act of 1878 was the best solution that could then be had. I am
gatisfied beyond all peradventure of doubt that that conelusion was
correct ; more than the act of 1878 got could n?t have been
through the two Houses. If conditions as to holdings of real estate
in the District of Columbia were to-day what they were 36 years ago,
I would still insist that the equal division of municipal expenditures
was approximately falr between the Federal Government and the
private taxpayer.

Gov. Blackburn—and this was among his last official acts be-
fore his death—appeared before our committee and asked that
the aet of which he was the father, which he had succeeded in
getting through Congress, should be repealed.

I think his opinion in 1915 is worthy now of more serious con-
sideration than his opinion in 1878 should now receive. The
citizens of the District of Columbia ought to pay as much in
taxes to-day as they would pay for public purposes if they lived
in any other city with similar surroundings; and they ought
to pay that much, no matter how much the Government pays,
and they ought to pay no more than that, no matter how much
the Government pays. This city belongs to the people of this
Nation. It does not belong to those who happen to live here.
It does not belong to the Government employees who live here,
It is a national city, ereated for the purpose of being a national
city, and created originally in order that it might be maintained
without any form of Jocal government; and since Congress con-
clusively took charge of the affairs of this city, it has been the
best-governed city in the United States. When it tried to gov-
ern itself, after the act of 1871, there were scandals greater
than any other city of this country ever developed, and after
three years of attempting to govern itself in the early seventies
it came out with a debt of over $25,000,000, which the Govern-
ment was compelled practically to assume and guarantee, and
the National Government has been paying half of it ever since,
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and the Government would have to pay all of it, of course, if the
Distriet did not pay half of it.

1 am not one of those who think that the taxpayers who
live here in the District of Columbia ought to pay all the ex-
penses of maintaining this beautiful Capital.

This city ought to be maintained as the most beautiful ecapital
in the world. The people who live here ought not to be required
to pay all the expense of maintaining its broad boulevards,
its magnificent park systems, its hundreds of miles of sewers,
but they ought to be required to pay as much as they would pay
in other cities similar in population. Of course, there is no city
in the United States, no city in the world, that will afford to
the people who live within its boundaries the eultural opportuni-
ties, the edueational opportunities, the social opportunities, open
to the people who live here in this great Capital of this great
Nation. But it is not too much to require them to pay what
they would pay on the property they own here if they lived in
Newark, N. J,, or New Orleans, La., the two cities which in
population most nearly approximate the eity of Washington.

If the citizens who live here pay as much as they would pay
if they lived elsewhere, or in the cities I have mentioned, we
ought not to attempt to maintain this beauntiful Capital on the
amount they contribute, and there is not the slightest danger
that any attempt of that kind will be made. This is a national
city and Congress will appropriate always whatever balanee is
needed. In order to indicate what I mean when I say that the
conditions in no other city will apply to the eonditions heve, ¥
might eall attention to the fact that just a few years ago when
we had here in Washington a windstorm, which many of yom
will remember, and which blew down trees all over the city, I
obtained figures at that fime as to the number of trees destroyed.
They were hardly missed when the débrls was cleared away, and
there are no marks of that storm now. There were as many
trees destroyed in that storm as there are In any other city in
the world.

Washington is not a large eity, but we have here more square
yards of asphalt paving than they have in the neighbering city
of Baltimore, which is one of the great cities of the country.
We have here more miles of sewers than they have in Balfimore,
I present these facts to show how impossible it is to expect the
people who live here to bear all the expenses of maintaining this
city. The newspapers of Washington seem fo think that some
such movement as that is ultimately contemplated. Many of the
citizens of Washington seem to think that this legislation would
be the first step in that direction. But let me say to the citizens
of Washington and to the newspapers of Washington they need
have no such fears. This city belongs as much to the people
who live in Illinois as it does to the people who happen to live
here, The people of this country, without any assistance or
suggestions from that portion of the population whieh lives in
Washington, will maintain their Capital as the greatest capital
of the greatest Nation in the world ought to be maintained.

For a leng time there have been many Members of Congress
who have been compelled to face in their elections the charge
that they have voted to aporopriate out of money contributed
by the taxpayers-from their districts funds for moving ashes
and garbage from the back doors of residents in the city of
Washington and that they are compelled fo help maintain mit-
lon-dollar high schoeols here; that they are compelled to help
maintain here great manual-training schools. As a matter of
fact, all of you know the fallacy of an argument like that, but
the time has eome to stop it. Members of Congress ought to be
compelled no longer to face this charge, and the only way to
relieve the membership of this burden is to abolish this half-
and-half proposition, by which the National Government con-
tributes ene-half the expenses of maintaining this Capital.

The history of the support by the Federal Government of the
National Capital is interesting. The capital was located here in
Washington in order that the affairs of the Distriet might be
administered by Members of Congress and not by any loecal
government. Delegates to the Constitutional Convention—many
of them—had been Members of the Congress which in 1783 was
compelled by a riotous mob of Revolutionary soldiers to move
the capital of the United States from Philadeiphia, Pa., to
Prineeton, N, J., after the governor of Pennsylvania had assured
them that his State militia would not be able to ¢ope with the
diseiplined veterans of the War of the Revolution. As the result
of the experience Congress had in 1783 in Philadelphia it was
easy to place in the fundamental law of the land the provision
for this Distriet. President Washington was authorized to lay
out the eity here where it is. He required the landowners—
there.were 19 or 20 of them, I think, who owned the site of the
original city of Washington—to deed to him the 6,111 aeres upon
which the city was built. After laying out the city streets and
the alleys and the avenues, and after laying out the lots, George
Washington deeded back to the former owners 10,186 lots, that
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number being ene-half of the total number of lots laid out. The
people who lived here at that time were anxious to undertake
the burden of a national eity. They knew that here was to he
located the greatest business in the world, the business of con-
ducting this great Government, with its tens of thousands of em-
ployees, and they did maintain the eity—it was not an expensive
proposition to maintain the eity in those days—until early in the
last century, when the first considerable mupleipal improvement
was undertaken, and this improvement consisted in the puilding
of a “path from the President's house to Georgetown.”

My recollection is that the Federal Government puid one-half
of that expense, and from that time on the Federal Government
has coniributed to the support of the District perhaps as much
as the Federal Government ought to bave contributed. From
1790 to 1885 it cost about $5,500,000 to pay the municipal ex-
penses of the District of Columbia. During that period of time
the Government contributed about one-half of this amount, but
during 22 years of that time the Government made no con-
tribution at all; in fact, during that period of time no con-
tribution was requested by the citizens who lived here: but in
1835 the city had developed to such an extent that maintaining
it was a burden the citizens who lived here ought not to be com-
pelled to sustain. They appealed then to Congress and from
that time on a large contribution was made by the Federal Gov-
ernment. Contributions were made when the Federal Govern-
ment deemed contributions were necessary and they were usually
made when the citizens demanded contributions,

But in 1871 under Gen. Grant’s administration, when an era
of good feeling was ecommencing following the Civil War, and
when there were steps taken to restore the rights of citizenship
of Southern States, it was considered opportune to give the Dis-
triet of Columbia local self-zovernment and under the sugges-
tion of the Grant administration a governor was appointed for
the District of Columbia, and a legislative body was established,
ecomposed of 22 members, half of that number heing appointed
by the citizens of the Distiriet and the other half appointed by
the President. As the result of this loeal self-government in
three years of time the city was plunged inte debt to the amount
of $25,000,000, a debt which amounted to $150 per capita for the
people whe happened to live here, and this was $30 per capita
more than the debt of any other city in the United States. The
Government was compelled to take away from the city its self-
governing organization and to resume again the burdens of
governing this city, and from that time on the eity of Washing-
ton has been the best governed eity in the world. The scandals
of the Shepherd administration, from 1871 to 1873, are still re-
memmbered. No other city ever experienced anything like it
It is not likely that the District of Columbia will be again self-
governing. Self-government for this eity is an impossibility
for the simple reason that they depend too much upon the
Treasury of the United States. The Government will not permit
its Capital to incur debts which it will net pay, and for that rea-
son the eivic restraints which govern ecitizens of other citieg
will never prevail here. In 1878 the organic act was passed
providing that the Government pay half and the citizens pay
half of the expenses of maintaining this city upon the theory at
that time that the Government owned in value perhaps one-half
of the property, but the Government built its own buildings and
the Government maintained its own buildings. The Government
provided the magnificent grounds which surround these build-
ings, and the Government maintained these grounds. The Gov-
ernment polices its own buildings and the grounds about them,
and these items are not included as a part of municipal expenses.
The Government will be discharging its full duty to the Na-
tienal Capital if after the people who live here pay the taxes
they ought to pay—the taxes they would pay if they lived in
other cities of similar slze—the Government pays the balance,
whatever it may be, whether that balance be more than the
citizens pay or less than the citizens pay. From 1835 to 1870
it cost to maintain the National Capital, in round numbers,
$20,000,000, of which amount the eitizens contributed £3,000,000
more than was contibuted by the Federal Government, and this
was about the proportion the citizens ought {o have contributed
during that period of time.

The argument usually made by the newspapers published here
and by the citizens who live here in favor of the half-and-half
proposition is that the city did not become a great and beauti-
ful ecity until after the Government fixed the exact ratio of
50-50 in the matter of paying expenses. They say that from
1878 to the present time the greatest growth and the greatest
development in the Capital occurred. Of course, the fact they
state is true, but it is a fact that every city in the Union, in-
cluding even the old cities of the East, much older than Wash-
ington, made the greatest growth and development after 187T8.
During that period of time street railways abandoned the old
system of horse cars and attained their present comfort in the
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matter of transit. During that period of time electricity came
into use. During that period of time gardens and parks made
their greatest development. During that period of time, I re-
member that the city of Chicago was entirely rebuilt, even the
buildings in that great city were torn down and renewed.
There is nothing in this argument, There is no alchemy in the
half-and-half proposition which insures to this city its con-
tinued development in beauty and in every other thing which
makes a city magnificent and great. The citizens of Washing-
ton take themselves too seriously. The editorial staffs of Wash-
ington mewspapers take themselves too seriously. Men who
favor a continuance of tliis illogical half-and-half proposition
will have their pictures printed on the front pages of Wash-
ington newspapers indefinitely in the future. Their names will
appear in the front page headlines after 'this discussion is
over. Those of us who stand for a more logical system expect
nothing of this kind. So far as I am concerned in the future
I expect to vote for those appropriations from the Federal
Treasury needed to maintain the magnificence of this Capital
city, and I expect at all times to vote to compel taxpayers who
live here to pay as much as they would pay on their property if
they lived in any other city of similar size.

The Federal Government assumed the payment of one-half
of the indebtedness contracted by the Shepherd government in
the city of Washington and the Government has been paying
one-half of the sums paid on that account ever since. The bonds
issued at that time—the 3.65 bonds—are not yet paid. Nine
hundred and seventy-five thousand dollars will be paid this year
on those bonds; $975,000 will be paid next year, and $975,000
will be paid in the fiscal year of 1922, and when the 1922 pay-
ment is made ‘the bonds will all be paid. This will release the
citizens of Washington from paying one-half every year of the
$075,000. The citizens who live here have nothing of which to
complain. They have been treated fairly and liberally 'by the
Federal Government. We have paid one-half of the debt con-
tracted by the District during the three years it was a self-
governing city, and it is to be hoped it will never be a self-
governing city again. After the citizens have paid the taxes
they ought to pay, Congress will pay what balance is necessary.
The Federal Government ought to do that much; it ought not
to do more than that.

I am surprised that the half-and-half proposition receives at
this time so much support in this body. It never before re-
ceived support similar to the support given it mow., Nearly
one-half the members of the District Committee have signed
the minority report. We have been appropriating so many
billions of dollars during the war that the conscience of Con-
gress in the matter of appropriations may be blunted to a cer-
tain degree, but I will be surprised indeed if the proposition
of the committee to abandon the half-and-half proposition and
to adopt a logical plan does not again pass this House., As far
as I am concerned, I expect to vote for the committee bill,
. Mr, FOCHT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, for years
as a member of the Committee on the District of Columbia I
have listened to arguments for and against this half-and-half
.method of taxation, until finally, when the bill was reported to
the House by the vote of the committee, I am econstrained to
believe that as the years go Dy the arguments become more con-
founding and confusing instead of enlightening. The bill came
here with nine mames attached 'to what was called .a minority
report, which, in fact, was a majority report against any
change. As for myself, I might say to the several gentlemen
who talked about going home fo your constituents and facing
them on this little proposition of taxation in Washington, or the
Distriet of Columbia, that I have been fo see those folks many
times, and I expect to go to see them many times in the future,
and I want to say to those gentlemen that those very people are
glad indeed that there is some inducement for people to come
1o live in Washington, even 1f residents are given a small ghade
of reduction in taxation. They are proud of their great Capital
city. They are willing that it shall be benutified; that there
ghall be better accommodations here; that it may become an
example to the whole world; that we may have that good gov-
ernment here spoken of a minute ago.

Mr. SAUNDERS of Virginia. "Will my friend yield?

Mr, FOCHT, Briefly.

Mr. SAUNDERS of Virginia. Is this city going'to be beauti-
fied by bringing tax dodgers here? .

Mr. FOCHT. They can ‘not dodge taxes when they have
property here. It is your fault and mine if swe do not get them.
But you will not get them under this bill, and I will tell you
why. If they are half as crooked and venal as they are claimed
to be, the best way is to make them pay a definite and fixed
amount. T should like to know how you are going to get them
under an assessment system, if ‘they control the assessor. You

gentlemen are all wise enough to know what happens under an
assessment system. You know that the assessment of property
is sometimes very much a matter of sentiment, sometimes a
matter of judgment and viewpoint, often a matter of necessity.
So how are you going to get at it? We do know that when we
get the 50 per cent from them we get a fixed and sure amount;
but if you are going into this haphazard, indefinite, unbusiness-
like proposition which is offered in this bill, yon are saying to
them, “ Give us what you please, what the assessors choose to

and we, like easy marks, will give them the balance.”
That reminds me of how the late Senator Quay once jocularly
replied to the imporiunities of a soliciting promotor. He
said, “Yon go out and see what you can make and I will
give you half of it,” and that is the way with this sort of a
proposition.

This is no time to make the change, anyhow. You see the
sentiment of the committee expressed in their negative recom-
mendation on this bill, which ought to:be an expression of value.
But while the bill may pass the House, it will not pass the body
at the other end of this Capitol. With the present disturbed
condition of values, especially in Washington, this'is no time to
tamper with assessments. Anyhow, one thing that we always
try to arrive at in a city or county or any division of govern-
ment is to reach the point where we have ample funds, nnd
certainly we have enough here when they say they have a sur-
plus of §4,000,000, which indicates good housekeeping.

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MAPES. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. GAznp].

Mr. GARD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
the purpose of this bill is to establish complete and ample justice
between the residents of the District of Columbia and the tax-
paying residents of all the cities of the American Union and to
clear away the most marked feature of special privilege which
exists on the statute books to-day. There has been a singular
unanimity of every board and of all persons who have had ocea-
sion to investigate this matter, until now we eome to the carry-
ing out, by the language of this bill, of the action of chairmen of
Committees on Appropriations, Messrs. Fitzgerald, Sherley, and
Goop, and the action of chairmen of the District of Columbia
Committee, Messrs. JoEnson and Mares, and of the report of the
Fiscal Relations Commission of 1915, of whom there are two
members now in the House and who vouch for what that means,
It is the carrying out of what this Distriet of Columbia Com-
mittee has done in the last two or three weeks, and of the action
of this House of Representatives seven times repeated, which
has declared that this fictitious principle of the so-called half
and half is absolutely no longer mecessary and should not be
tolerated upon the statnte books of the United States.

Now, the Fiscal Relations Commission found—and the House
has followed their finding a number of times—that it was im-
possible to determine whether 20 per cent or 80 per cent or 40
per cent or 50 per cent was an adequate contribution by the
General Government, but they found, and found justly, that the
people here should pay a fair and reasonable tax upon their
taxable property, and that beyond that every cent necessary to
maintain this Capital as the model city not alone of the United
States but of the world should be made up by the General Gov-
ernment. That is the report of the Fiscal Relations Commis-
sion; that is the plan that I think should be followed; and that
is what is applied here. Now, the last time we considered it
we found there was an immense surplus credited to the funds
of the District of Columbia standing unexpended, useless for
any municipal purpose, over $4,000,000 of the people’s money
lying idle. No State, no municipality anywhere except here in
the District of Columbia, has any such fund of the people's
money lying idle. When we sought to avoid that, we were told
that it is all a -matter of bookkeeping; that it would not be
appropriated, anyhow. But mow we find by this publication
issued yesterday in the District of Columbia, where the gentle-
man from New York [Mr, Govmp]—by adoption, I believe—takes
on a statement. We find that there should be two things, one
that the law of limitation should be removed, and the other that
the surplus should be expended. This is the development that
everybody anticipated. We were told that the surplus was a
matter of bookkeeping; that it did not amount to anything; and
now here we find as the entering wedge the two things, remove
the limitation on appropriations, throw .open wide the doar to
estimates no matter how radiecal or useless, and, more than that,
spend the $4,000,000—no matter what you spend it for, but
get rid of it; it belongs to the people of the United States; take
it from the Treasury and spend if; throw it to the winds so that
we will not be charged with having a surplus. [Applause.]

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
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Mr. GOULD. Mr, Chairman, I yield the balance of my time
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Havs].

Mr. HAYS: Mr. Chairman, the bill under consideration pro-
poses to abolish the half-and-half system by which the people of
Washington and the Federal Treasury contribute equal amounts
to the maintenance of the Distriet government. The method of
establishing and governing the city of Washington and the Dis-
trict of Columbia is unique in comparison with the history of
any other national capital. Here the scheme and plan for a
Federal seat of government was conceived and drafted long be-
fore the city became g reality. In all of the older nations the
capitals were established in existing cities, but in the United
States the Capital was first designed and the city followed.

The preliminary steps to create a national reserve for the
seat of government were taken in 1778, when the Congress was
in session in the city of Philadelphia. Thereafter followed such
legislation and consummation of plans as resulted in laying off
the District of Columbia separate and apart from the jurisdic-
tion of any of the sovereign States in America. In the year
1800 the offices and departments of our National Government
were duly established in the city of Washington and within the
Distriet of Columbia. Two years later the city itself was in-
corporated. From the time the seat of government was estab-
lished here down to the year 1878 there was no fixed and deter-
mined understanding between the people of the Nation and the
people of the District of Columbia as to what portion each
should bear in meeting the expenses of municipal development
and maintenance. During all of those years the people sub-
mitted to a burden of heavy taxation, and all of the money so
paid was spent for public improvement purposes. The tax
money was supplemented by sporadie appropriations by Con-
gress. Some years Congress appropriated much, some years it
appropriated little, and some years it appropriated nothing at
all. The results of that uncertain situation were disastrous in
the extreme. The city government became heavily involved in
debt; municipal bankruptey was threatened. With all their
abundant outlay of cash, the streets were dilapidated and mu-
nicipal progress was halted. Property values fluctuated with
the varying uncertainty of tax levies. Public spirit was in a
chaotic condition and municipal progress had stopped. Con-
gress at last realized the impending calamity and appointed a
commission to ascertain the facts and define the causes and to
suggest a legislative remedy. Many months of hard labor by
the wisest men of the Nation was given to this task, and when
their report was made it was followed by the enactment of
what is known as the organiec act of July, 1878, which provided
a new form of government for the District of Columbia and the
city of Washington. That organic law provided, among other
reforms, that the expense of maintaining the municipal govern-
ment should be divided half and half between taxation against
the citizens of the District and appropriations from the Treas-
ury of the United States.

During all preceding years the tax money paid out by the
people of the District in developing a Capital for the whole
United States had exceeded the amount of money contributed
by the Government for that purpose to the extent of more than
$9,000,000. Since that time, however, the District and the Gov-
ernment have been matching dollars in meeting that expense.

The proponents of the pending bill propose to abolish the half-
and-half provision without substituting anything better in its
place. The natural result of the passage of this bill would be
a reversion to the unsettled conditions formerly prevailing with
all the atiendant uncertainty as to the amount of taxation, the
comprehensiveness of the improvements, and the whim and
caprice of varying congressional appropriations.

In all of the hearings held on this bill and in the arguments
submitted by its advocates the whole fight seems to be bottomed
on the theory that the people of Washington are not taxed as
heavily as the citizens of certain other municipalities in the
United States. That general statement may be true, although
the facts do not seem to bear it out. But whether it is true
or not is unimportant, because it does not invelve the funda-
mental principle to which we should look in settling this con-
troversy.

If it be true that Washington citizens pay less taxes than the
people of other cities, remember that this is not a commercial
city ; that it is not maintained by mines or factories, or farming
interests, or shipping facilities, or any of the other peculiarly
local conditions that build up cities of their own accord. If it
be true that these citizens bear light tax burdens, it is also
true that in no other city of America is so large a proportion of
the most valuable real estate entirely excluded from responding
to any tax whatever. If it be true that they pay less tax, it
is also true that what they do pay is expended for the benefit of
the whole Nation as well as for themselves, In every other

American city the taxes are paid for purely local benefit, but
here the taxes are largely paid for the national benefit.

If it be true that they pay less faxes, it is also true that they
receive less in return for what they pay. In every other city of
America the people who pay taxes for governmental purposes
enjoy the right of administering their own government accord-
ing to thelr own will, They determine through appropriate
representation how the taxes they pay shall be expended.
When we remember the impositions practiced upon the colonies
before the days of the Revolution, and when we remember that
the unjust burden of taxation without representation was one
of the primary causes of the birth of this infant Republic, it
seems fo be the very irony of fate that this city, which is pre-
sumed to typify in its magnificence the soul of Americanism,
should be the only spot in the Nation subject to taxation without
representation.

The people of Washington and the District of Columbin have
no voice in choosing the people who make their laws: they
have no part in framing those laws; they are not consulted as
to who shall be the officers to enforce their laws; they do not
determine the amount of their own taxation; and they are
utterly helpless in determining how their tax money shall be
spent. Congress makes all the laws for the District of Colum-
bia, and the officers and boards appointed by the President
administer those laws. The people of the District have no vote
in determining the Membership in Congress nor in electing the
President,

I am not concerned about the relative rate of faxation in
Washington and in other cities. Whether these people pay a
higher tax rate or a lower tax rate than the people of Cin-
cinnati, or San Franecisco, or New Orleans, or Detroit, is
neither here nor there in determining the fundamental prob-
lem in hand. That comparison is irrelevant and immaterial
and far afield from the real issue involved here,

One important question is: Who is benefited by the money
that is spent in maintaining the Capital City of the Nation?
The obvious answer must be that the benefits acerue to the
inhabitants of Washington on one hand and to the citizens
of the Nation on the other hand. To determine the respective
needs of these two bodies of people in that behalf reaches the
real ¢rux of this inquiry. Consider, if you please, the relative
disadvantages they would suffer without such expenditures. If
the streets are neglected, if the parks become unsightly, if
the water supply is cut off, if fire protection fails, if the police
organization ceases to function, would not the calamity to the
whole body of the American public be vastly greater than the
mere inconvenience suffered by the population of this city?
Then, gentlemen, it is but reasonable that the Government
should bear at least an equal portion of the expense incurred
in the upkeep of these municipal requirements so important
to our national welfare.

Another important fact that should not be forgotten is that
the Government has made necessary a much heavier mainte-
nance account than Is the case in the average American city,
The splendid magnificence of the District as laid out by Gen.
Washington, with its broad thoroughfares, with its graceful
parks and squares and circles, require improvements of such
expense and elegance as to harmorize with the artistic scheme
upon which the city has been planned.

It costs large sums to pave the wide streets; ornate bridges
are required; and everything must be on a larger and niore
extensive scale than elsewhere to conform to the artistic
dignity of a city designed with national pride for the home of
our Federal Government. And remember, the people of Wash-
ington have no voice in saying whether these things will be
so or not. These expenses were determined for us in plans
approved more than a century ago and handed down to us
as a mandate from the founders of this Federal City.

Justice and eguity demand that the people of the Nation
should join with the people of the District in meeting the ex-
pense of maintaining the Capital City in ratable proportion to
their respective needs. Certainly it can not be said that our
National Government has less inferest in its only established
and permanent home than has a changing resident population.

The District of Columbia is primarily the seat of govern-
ment for the United States; the growth and development of a
great municipality within the District was a probable and a
necessary incident; but Washington as a city is secondary in
importance to Washington as a Capital. The Federal Govern-
ment is not located in the city of Washington for the benefit
of the citizens of this city; the Federal Government is located
here for the benefit of the whole people of the United States.

In the ordinary city the interest of the people of that city
is the supreme purpose of its municipal existence; but in the
case of our Federul seat of government the place is primarily




1920.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

1461

a capital and only incidentally a city. The magnitude of the
plan of the city of* Washington, with the number and the
Jength and width of its thoroughfares to be built and main-
tained, imposes a burden vastly greater than a eity planned
by loeal interests would undertake; moreover, the greatmess
of the improvements as o beauty and expense must be har-
monious with the original design, and the cost is vastly more
than the ordinary city would afford.

Here is another fact absolutely unigue in the history of ecity
building. The seat of government is confined to the present
boundary limits of the District of Columbia. Congress itself
has no power to extend those limits. In other municipalities
the amount of taxable real estate inereases in area with the
extension of city boundaries, but the very reverse is true in
the Distriet of Columbia. The Federal Constitution prevents
an inerease in acreage; but it grants to Congress, regardless
of the will of the local people, the right to reduce the amount
of that acreage for the purposes of taxation. Year by year
more and more of this Iand is purchased or condemned by Con-
gress, and is laid off for public highways and taken for publie
parks and building grounds. Every acre so taken reduoces the
source of tax production, and at the same time it increases
the need of money for the upkeep of the city and the District.

When these facts are fairly considered it seems just and rea-
sonable that the United States should bear at least half of
the burden of development and upkeep in the Distriet of
Columbin. Moreover, for the sake of quietude snd certainty
on the part of the Government, as well as en the part of the
Distriet, the relative proportions of the money to be paid for
this purpose should remain definitely fixed by law. Therefore,
Mr. Chairman, I oppese the passage of this bill. [Applause:]

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I yleld five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Yowa [Mr. Goob].

Mr. GOOD. Mr, Chairman, in five minutes ene ean not dis-
cuss the real merits of the pending measure. Gentlemen say
they are not concerned with regard to the relative amount of
taxes that the taxpayers of the city of Washington shall pay
into the Treasury for the support of the city, and yetf, as a
business proposition, that is all that this bill is to do. The
eity of Washington to-day has an indebtedness of about
$3,000,000, and under the sinking fund ‘ that debt
will be all paid in 1922. There is net another city in the United
States anywhere that can show a financial condition to compare
with that.

This matter has been before the House for several years,
and about every time it has been before the House two-thirds
of the membership have been in favor of repealing the law and
in favor of a proposition such as that carried in the pending
bill. It seems to me that the measure is entirely fair. If ought
to be fair to the District of Columbia. We ought not to enact
any legislation that is unfair, and those who would claim that

Members who favor this legislation are inclined to be unfair |

to the District I think are misstating the question altogether.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Would the passage of this bill of itself
increase the taxes of the citizens of the District?

Alr, GOOD. It would not of itself. It might make it neces-
sary to increase the taxes, and I am not sure but what it should.
In my city, a town of less than 50,000, I have to pay taxes at the
rate of more than 2 per cent upon a fair cash valuation of my
property. I think our rate iz about the experience in other
cities of that size and Iarger. Here we assess the property at
two-thirds of its valuation, and the actual assessment figures
out about 1 per cent of the actual value. It seems to me, in all
justice to the property owners here, that it will not be treating
them unfairly, enjoying all the benefits of what I believe is
destined to be the greatest city in America in many respects, if
we require them to pay a tax equal to that pald by people in
other cities. I believe W: is destined in many respects

the city it is destined to become if we do not change this method
of taxation. The sooner we change this system, the better for
Washington. I think our schoolhouses in Washington do not:

measure up to the requirements and needs of the city. The

charaeter of buildings on Pennsylvania Avenue would be a dis-
grace to a town of 10,000 people, and yet they continue, and will
coniinue, until we adopt a business plan of taxing the city of
Washington. Adopt a business plan, adopt the same plan that
other cities adept, and let property, whether it is Government
property or other propertiy, bear its just proportion of carrying
on the activities of the city, and I think you will see & more
healthy growth in the city of Washington. Those who are

| of generosity
take it for granted that the Congress will always be generous

opposing this legislation in 10 or 20 years from now will ac-
knowledge the fact that it is bottomed upon good business prin-
ciples and will mean more for the growth of Washington than
any legislation that Congress could possibly pass.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder of my
time to the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MowpELL].

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that
there is no quorum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia makes the
peint of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will

Mr. CRISP (interrupting the count). Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, Washington has been called
the most beautiful city in the world. I have not traveled
abroad, so' I can not from personal knowledge say that Wash-
ingten is the most beatiful city in the world, but I do know
that as the Capital of this great Republic it is destined to be
the most beautiful ecity in the world. It was excellently
planned, and while its builders have not followed the original
plan intelligently at all times, we are graduslly coming back
to the old plan, and eventually this eity will be developed in a
manner in keeping with the might and majesty and strength
of the Republic. I have never met a Member of Congress who
was not kindly disposed toward the Capital of the United
States. I have never known one who remained here for any
length of time who was not enthusiastic with regard to its
development and anxious to do what he could to promote its
growth along the finest and best lines.

Some years ago conditions arese in the city of Washington
under which it beecame necessary for the Federal Government
to come to the relief of the inhabitants of the city. A local
government, unfortunately administered, had plunged the city
into debt in the sum of about $150 per capita. There was no
possible way to meet this indebtedness, and to insure the
growth and development of the city otherwise than by the aid
of the Federal Government and the Federal Treasury. A plan
was adopted under which the Federal Government was fo con-
tribute one-half of the expenses of the city. It was a good plan,
it was a sound plan, at the iime and under eendifions then
existing, For some time the Federal contribution was scarcely
enough; it was difficult to pay the debt, to provide for the ad-
ministration of the city, and to extend its streets as they were
needed with the 50 per cent confribution made by the Govern-
ment. But gradually conditions changed, the debt was steadily
reduced, and is now almost extinguished, and the city has
grown wonderfully ; great wealth has been brought here from
the ends of the Union, and conditions are such and will continue
to be such that a contribution of 50 per cent toward the run-
ning expenses of the city by the Federal Government is not
necessary. It has not been necessary for a number of years
past. The old plan has outlived its usefulness. While good
and useful at the time adopted, it no longer fits the conditions. _
It is neither fair to the people of the country generally nor is
it fair to the District of Columbia that there should be this
fixed one-half contribution from the Federal Treasury. The

'plan that is proposed is fair, equitable, reasonable. Under it
| the people of the District will contribute a reasonable sum to

the maintenance of their Government, and all the amount
needed to run the District government and meet the District

- needs over and above that fair contribution is to be paid out of
. the Federal Treasury. As a matier of fact, it is exaetly what

we have been doing in the past. It is what we are doing now.
Mr. WILLIAMS, Then why change it?
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. MONDELL. There is no such thing as a District of

| Columbia fund or a District of Columbia treasury.
to be the center of great activities; it is destined to become the |
center of art, literature, and science in the United States. It
is recognized as the political center. I believe it is destined |}
to be that, but I do not believe that Washington is soon te be

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONDELL, Yes,

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman explain to the House on
what he bases the assumption that future Congresses will be

. more generous when they have no such sum to draw from than

the present Congress is with the $4,000,000 that belongs to the

people of the: Nation tor be spent on their Capital City, which

remains in the Treasury?

Mr. MONDELL. I was not talking about generosity or lack
of the Congress fo the District of Columbia. I

to the District; but I say that it is not fair to the taxpayers

of the district which my friend represents to say to them,

“You shall help pay half toward the maintenance of the gov-
ernment in the District of Columbia, whether that sum is
needed or not.”
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Mr. Chairman, this is not a question of the rate of taxation
in the District of Columbia, though one might judge it to be so
from the argument that certain gentlemen make. I have ex-
pressed no opinion with regard to the present assessment or
tax rates, because that is a matter not necessarily involved in
this discussion. Years ago when the question of the fiscal
relations of the District with the Federal Government were
discussed I did not favor a change from the half-and-half rule
because, while I believed we we were reaching a period when
the old rule was not equitable, I was not certain what rule
should be adopted. I gave the matter considerable thought
and study, and I was for a time of the opinion that while the
half-and-half rule no longer provided a fair apportionment of
expenditure there should be some definite rule of apportion-
ment; but as time has passed I have changed my mind in
regard to that and have come to the conclusion that it is im-
possible to fix any hard and fast rule of division of expendi-
ture and that the plan now proposed is not only fair and
equitable but that it is the only workable plan.

I think our experience in dealing with the District in the
matter of appropriations for the last few years makes it very
clear that the present rule or plan is not sound. We have
appropriated all that should have been appropriated under the
circumstances, and yet up to the 1st of last July the District
revenues have exceeded one-half of the appropriations by over
$4,000,000. As a matter of fact, we have not been following the
half-and-half plan.

I am in hopes that before long conditions will justify con-
siderably increased expenditures by the District government
and we may reach a condition where for a time the appropria-
tions are equal to or even exceed double the revenues -of the
District. I for one should not hesitate to vote for a District
bill simply because its sum total was double the income of the
District, but I do not belleve that it is practical or wise to
have a hard and fast rule. For one thing, it handicaps the
comissioners of the District in making their estimates, which
is not fair to the District. Under the rule proposed the limi-
tation which now exists on estimates would naturally be re-
moved. The commissioners would estimate for the needs of
the District, the Congress would appropriate such sums as in
their opinion were wise, the District funds would flow into
the National Treasury as now, and we would be free from the
ever-recurrent question as to whether or not the appropriations
were double the Distriet revenue; and if not, whether or not
there was a sum in the Treasury representing the difference
and who it belonged to.

The plan proposed is simple, sane, and sound, and with a
Congress disposed to deal with the District fairly, as I believe
the Congress always will be, will afford the basis of more har-
monious relations between the District and the Congress than
now exists.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wyoming
has expired. All time has expired, and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That all appropriations of money to wvide for
the ment of the expenses of the government of the District of
Columbia shall be paild, from and after July 1, 1920, out of the reve-

nues of the Distric? of Columbia to the extent that such revenues shall
be sufficlent therefor and the remainder shall be pald out of the
Treasury of the United States: Provided, That the amounts to pag the
interest and sinking fund on the funded debt of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia shall be paid one-half out of the revenues of the said District
and one-half out of the Treasury of the United States. $

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word., I can not make any argument in five minutes and neither
can I hope to add anything to the splendid presentation of the
case made by the chairman of the committee, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr, Mares]. It seems to me that his argument
is conclusive in the matter ; but, speaking to my new colleagues,
let me say that in the Sixty-third Congress I introduced a bill
to repeal this half-and-half law, which was the first bill ever
introduced in Congress on that subject. In that Congress the
House passed the bill repealing the law, and in each Congress
thereafter the House has passed an act repealing the law, but
it has been defeated in the Senate. Now, gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I believe that the people of the city of Washington pay
the lowest tax rate of any city anywhere near the size of the
city of Washington in the world. That belief is based upon
comparative figures furnished me by an impartial source,

Gentlemen of the committee, you will bear in mind that in
Washington there is only one tax levied, which is the city tax.
They have no State and county taxes, as we have in all States of
the Union. So when they pay one tax that is the only tax they do
pay. The fizures were furnished me by the United States
Census Office, and I used them in a speech here about two years
ago; I do not think there has been any change since then, and

I will take the liberty of ealling the attention of my colleagues
to these comparative figures, showing what taxes the citizens of
the United States pay in cities of approximately the size of the
city of Washington :

. Nominal tax rates.
Ret?:dr:ed Reported R‘".h
Total. troe tax | PeT
assess- vates hin-
City. | County. | State. ment, * | dred
Per cend.
454 100 £23,58) .5
425 20 14,290 .2
959 100 14, 840 1.48
076 100 20,400 .0
75 21,338 20
063 10, 000 L0
50 14, 085 L9
100 22,000 29
[ 13, 140 1.31
2 17,990 L

I do not think it just to the people of your distriet and mins
that we should continue to pay one-half the operating ex-
penses of the District of Columbia when the property owners
here are undertaxed. Some gentleman seems to think it is
wickedly wrong to amend this so-called half-and-half act, the
act of June 11, 1878, which the people of the District of Colum-
bin delight to call their constitution. Let me say to you, my
friends, that law has been amended in several instances, but in
every instance the amendment was to lighten the tax burden
of the citizens of Washington instead of lightening any of the
tax burdens of the people of the United States by reducing the
amount appropriated out of the people’s treasury as a gratuity
to the local taxpayers. When this half-and-half act was passed
on June 11, 1878, this provision was in it:

That the rate of taxation on all real and personal property shall be
$£1.50 per hundred. S SRS

(See Stat., vol. 20, p. 103, 45th Cong.)

Under this law the original tax rate on ail real and personal
property was $1.50 per hundred, and it was levied on property
assessed at its full value. On July 1, 1902—Statute, volume 32,
pages 616, 618—this half-and-half act was amended, but that
amendment was to reduce the tax on local real estate by reduc-
ing the assessment basis from the full value to two-thirds of
the value, and in addition to that the tax law relating to per-
sonal property was amended so as to exempt all intangible per-
sonal property—money, stocks, notes, accounts, and so forth—
from all taxation. It was taxed under the original half-and-half
act. Upon the passage of this act all intangible personal prop-
erty in the District was exempt from all taxation from that
time, July 1, 1902, until this agitation started resulting in
remedial legislation in 1916.

September 1, 1916 (Stats, 39, p. T17, 64th Cong.), Congress
passed a law putting a tax of four-tenths of 1 per cent on in-
tangible personal property, and that is the law to-day, a mere
bagatelle compared to what your constituents pay. Some gen-
tlemen say that if we repeal this law it is not just to the
taxpayers of Washington, for they would be uncerfain as to
what amount of taxes they shall pay. My friends, the amount
they will pay is just as certain, just as definitely fixed, if this
law is repealed as it is to-day. Under the law as it is to-day
the commissioners make their estimates of expenditures, and it
is for the Congress to say whether they will approve them,
how much the Congress will appropriate, and under the existing
law one-half of the amount Congress determines is paid out
of taxes from the Distriet and the Federal Government pays
the other half of the amount. If you repeal this law, the tax
paid by the people of Washington will remain just exactly what
it is to-day, $1 on the hundred on real estate——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. CRISP. May I ask for five minutes more?

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mous consent to continue for five minutes. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. CRISP. You see the tax rate is just as fixed, just as
certain as it is to-day. Local property owners will pay the
tax rate of $1 on real estate and four-tenths on intangible prop-
erty, just as they do now, and then it will be for the Congress
to say what other amount shall be appropriated for the use
of the District. This bill clearly works no hardship, no in-
Jjustice upon the people of the Distriet. Now, in conclusion, in
my judgment if this law is repealed it will mean that no in-
equitable hardship will be imposed upon the people of the
Distriet of Columbia, but the people of your district and mine
will be relieved of an unjust tax burden that they are now
bearing for the people of the District of Columbia. [Applause.]
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Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Chairman, I desire to offer an amend-
ment. .

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows: ,

o ther, That hereafter there
shﬁ?db:tn%hmglcotﬁo?ae c?:gﬁfe r{grt?:’ig;d thr:rDlstﬂct Commissioners to
cstimate the expenses of the District for any fiscal year.”

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order on
the amendment.

Mr. MADDEN. If the gentleman is going to make the point
of order, make it; I do not want any reservation.

Mr. MAPES. I make the point of order.

Mr. MADDEN. What is the point of order? It is not sub-
ject to the point of order.

Mr. MAPES. I make the point of order that this amendment
is not germane to this bill, which simply provides for the use
of money raised by taxation within the District, and can not
be amended by an amendment in the nature of that which the
gentleman offers. ’

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the further point of
order that this bill seeks to amend the present law only in one
particular, and the gentleman's amendment seeks to amend it in
another particular, which is not germane to the present bill be-
fore the House.

Mr. MANN of Illinois.
law in any particular.

Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I do not think either gentle-
man has stated a reason why this amendment should not be
made a part of the bill or submitted to the committee for con-
sideration. The bill itself provides that all appropriations of
money to provide for the payment of the expenses of the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia shall be paid from and after
July 1, 1920, out of the revenues of the District of Columbia to
the extent that such revenues shall be sufficient therefor and the
remainder shall be paid out of the Treasury of the United States,
and this amendment simply seeks to provide that the District
Commissioners shall have the unrestricted right to estimate what
the expenses are to be, a function absolutely necessary for the
proper conduct of the District government. The mere fact that
the expenses are to he paid indicates that they must be esti-
mated for before appropriated.

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MADDEN. Surely.

Mr. BEGG. The question I would like to ask you and have
made clear is, suppose that your amendment is incorporated,
then would there be anything to prevent the Distriet Commis-
sioners estimating the expenditures for the year at, say, five
times more than the rate of taxation would provide, and would
not Congress be obligated at such time to make up whatever
deficit they would find?

Mr. MADDEN. There is nothing to prevent the District
Commissioners under this provision, if it should become a part
of the law, from making any estimates they please, to the ex-
tent that they please, for any improvements that might be re-
‘quired legitimately in the District. For example, if we have
not schools enough to accommodate the children who happen to
live here, they would have a right to estimate for an additional
number of schools, and they have been restricted in that right
under the law as it now exists. If we have not a sufficient water
supply, they would have a right to estimate for the cost of creat-
ing a water supply. If we have not a sufficient sewerage system
to meet the needs of sanitation in the Distriet, they would have
the right to estimate for the cost of that. But it would still be
within the power of the Congress of the United States to say
what part of the recommendations would be adopted.

It seems to me that the most salutary thing that could be
done, Mr, Chairman, is to give the District Commissioners the
power to make the estimates for the important and vital needs
of the Distriet. And if this is not a part of a law which pro-
vides how the money raised shall be expended I do not know
what could be a part of the law. If this is subject to a point
of order, why, you can not offer an amendment to this bill that
would not be subject to a point of order. My judgment is that
the one thing most vitally needed in the District to-day is the
power sought to be given to the commissioners by the amend-
ment which I have offered.

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; I yield.

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Is not the language of the gentleman’s amend-
ment recommended to Congress by the commissioners?

Mr. MADDEN. I do not know. The language I offer is not
recommended by anybody. It is from my own fertile brain,
and can not, in my judgment, be considered as not germane,
as not appropriate, or in any way subject to a point of order.

This bill does not seek to amend the

LIx—93

Mr. MANN of Illinpis. I do not recall the exact language
of the recent law limiting the authority of the commissioners to
make estimates, but I know this, that it contemplates and pro-
vides that the estimated expenditures made by the District Com-
missioners shall not exceed more than twice the estimated
amount raised by taxes in the District. So that it is indirectly
bound up with the half-and-half proposition. The whole theory
of the law in reference to limiting the estimates by the com-
missioners is based on that proposition, to the effect that the
estimates shall not be greater than the amount estimated to
be raised by the Distriet as one half and the amount con-
tributed by the Government as the other half.

Now, if that were not the case, I do not think this amend-
ment would be germane to the bill. But that is the whole
theory of that provision of the law. It is directly based upon
the half-and-half proposition. It seems to me that an amend-
ment to change the provision of the law is germane to a propo-
sition to aboiish the half and half, as the two are bound
up together.

Mr. SISSON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Illinois
is correct as to the rule in reference to the estimates of the
Distriet Commissioners. Their estimates shall not be more
than double the amount of taxation that is raised by the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Alr. MANN of Illinois. The estimated amount.

Mr. SISSON. The estimated amount. Therefore the limit
of appropriations would be twice the amount of money raised
in the District of Columbia.

Mr. MANN of Illinois. You mean the estimates?

Mr. SISSON. Yes.

Mr. MANN of Illinois.
half plan.

Mr. SISSON. That is true. And if, as a matter of fact, at
the end of the year money had actually been appropriated by
Congress which exceeded the amcunt that was raised in the
District of Columbia, the District of Columbia, of course, would
then be indebted to,the Federal Treasury an amount of money
over and above this 50 per cent that was raised. But in order
that the Distriet Commissioners shall not go beyond that the
law provides that the estimates shall not go beyond the amount
of money that will be raised under the present half-and-half
system—that is, the present rate of taxation.

Mr. MANN of Illinois. And that provision was all based on
the half and half?

Mr. SISSON. Yes.

Now, Mr. Chairman, as I understand this amendment, the
amount of money that is to be contributed out of the Federal
Treasury shall not exceed the amount now paid in the Distriet
of Columbia. Now, if that is true, the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Illinois would change the present law, because,
as I understand, this bill does not change the present law
as to the rate of assessment or as to the method of assessing
the property.

The single thing that is done in thig bill is to provide that
the money raised in the District of Columbia shall first be
appropriated toward the payment of whatever amount Congress
may appropriate before any money can be paid out of the
Federal Treasury,

Now, the amendment offered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Mappex] fixing the amount that Congress would be obli-
gated to appropriate would, to the extent that his amendment
in the future might be binding upon Congress, place the moral
obligation upon Congress, to appropriate the amount of money
that the District Commissioners might say was needed.

Mr. MADDEN. No; not at all. It simply gives an oppor-
tunity, if it becomes a part of the act, for the commissioners to
express an opinion as to vital improvements that are necessary
in the District, whereas they have not that opportunity now.

Mr. SISSON. 1 think they do that now, Mr. Chairman, For
example, I have this estimate before me now. Last year they
asked for money to be appropriated to the extent of something
like $19,000,000. We actually appropriated about $15,000,000.
This year they ask for more than $19,000,000, and there is more
than $1,000,000 in addition to that carried in the sundry civil
bill and in the legislative, executive, and judicial bill, which is
now pending in our committee, They are asking for over $19,-
000,000, In these other bills the clerk to the committee told me
the amount ran to considerably over $1,000,000, which they are
now demanding of the subcommittee of which my friend from
Minnesota [Mr. Davis] is chairman, and that, together with
what is being demanded of the other committee, amounts to
over $2,000,000, which is asked for by the District Commis-
sioners.

Which is all based on the half-and-
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Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SISSON. Yes.

S";h %&DDEV. It may be essential that they should have
' 600

Mr, SISSON. Of course, Congress in the last analysis would
| be the fimal judge.

Mr. MADDEN. Surely.

Mr, SISSON. But we are discussing the guestion of whether
the gentleman’s amendment changes the existing law. The only
change made, as has been contended always with reference to
this particular legislation, is the application of the funds col-
lected from the District of Columbia. Therefore all the other
law with reference to assessments, with reference to rates of
'tnx'ltlon and methods of coﬂecﬁ.ng taxes, remainsg just as it is
'now. The only provision is in this law that the money collected
| first from the District of Columbia shall be expended from the
ITreasury before any warrants are drawn from the General
Tre..z.ury of the Federal Government to pay the bills of the

District.
My, TOWNER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say one word

‘about the point of order, and it occurs to me that there can be |

‘no question but that the point of order is well taken,

In every fiscal arrangement there are two things that are to
be considered. One is the question of raising revenues, either
by taxation or in some other way

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chsimum, will the gentleman yield?

Alr. TOWNER. Yes,

Mr. MADDEN. This does not provide for raising revenuo. |

'This provides for appropriating revenue.

Mr. TOWNER. I was just going to try to show that that is
 the vital difficulty with your amendment. This bill has nothing
'to do with raising revenue. It has nothing whatever to do with
estimates of revenues. It has nothing to do with the method of
'taxation of the District of Columbia. There is only one thing
that this bill does. It provides how these taxes that are col-
'lected, these revenues that are provided upon the estimates that
are now made, shall be paid. To say now that because we pro-
vide a method of payment you can put updn this kind of a bill
a propesition also in regard to the manner of raising revenue is
certainly not germane to this bill.

There is no question whatever but that this bill has nothing
'to do with the raising of revenue. It does not change the exist-
ing law in any way whatever in rd to the raising of reve-
nue, in regard to the taxation of the District.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yleld
again?

Mr, TOWNER. Certainly.

Mr. MADDEN. Does the gentleman contend that the amend-
ment that I have offered has anything to do with the raising of
revenue?

Mr. TOWNER. I certainly do.

Mr. MADDEN., It simply estimates how much of the money
already raised is to be expended for the District expenses.

Mr. TOWNER. Oh, I think not. The gentleman is still one
further removed from the proposition of raising revenue. Esti-
mates are made for the purpose of determining how the rev-
enues shall be raised. The estimates are made by the Com-
missioners of the Distriet of Columbia for the purpose of
basing taxation upon them.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
Further?

Mr. TOWNER. Yes.

Mr. MADDEN. If I understand the situation, certainly the
gentleman must misconceive the purpose of the amendment.
The law mnder which taxes are levied fixes the rate, the method.
It is already in existence. This amendment does not seek to
nmcml that law in any respect. This bill deals with the rev-
enues that are already collected vnder the tax levy, and my
amendment provides that in the distribution of the funds
already collected under the levy and sought to be appropriated
it shall be within the power of the Commissioners of the
‘District to estimate the purposes for which this money shall be
expended.

Mr. TOWNER. Yes; and the estimates of how much money
shall be expended ‘for any particular. purpose have not any
reference to the manner in which these funds shall be paid,
and the proposition involved in this bill is simply as to how they
shonld be paid. The language of the bill is that—

pro o ibe Sorattunent of the YHettic: of Comumbia sl be patg
frem and after July 1, 1920—

And so forth, It seems to me that anything that has not to
o imnrediately with the method and manner of payment, as
expressiy provided in this bill, is not germane,

Mr, CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, I believe that I am in sym-
@athy with the proposition embodied in the amendment offered

by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappex], but I am not able
to see how it is germane to this bill.

It has been suggested by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Maxx] that the provision with reference to the limitation upon
the estimates and the half-and-half principle are =so bound up
together that one could not exist without the other.

As a matter of fact, the half-and-half principle was in legis-
lation for 80 years before the limitation as to estimates was
adopted, and it might very well be that Congress would desire
to have the limit remain upon the estimates, even if the bill
before us should become a law. The present revenues of the
District approximate about $10,000,000 a year. If the present
Iimitation is continued upon the estimates the commissioners
can not send to Congress estimates for appropriations for more
than §20,000,000. Now, if this bill becomes a law Congress
might desire to have that continue to be the case, because under
this bill Congress assnmes the responsibility of paying what the
revenues of this District will not furnish, whatever that amount
may be, and we might still desire to put a check upon the esti-
mates of the commissioners. Whether we desire to do so or not
will be for Congress to decide. The point I want to make is that
the proposition of a limitation upon estimates is not so bound
up with the half-and-half prineiple that neither could exist with-
out the other. Now, as to its being germane to this bill, not
being essentially tied up with it, the bill has to do entirely with

1 a function of the Treasury Department in determining to what

fand to charge these expenditures after Congress has made the
appropriation and the money has Leen spent, but the amend-
ment hay to do with a function of the Commissioners of the
Distriet in the estimates they make to Congress as to the
amount of money required for the use of the Distriet., It seems
to me it deals with another function with refercnee to District
finances. There really are the three functions—first, the esti-
mate of the commissioners; second, the appropriation of the
money by Congress; and third, the settlement of the bills by
the Treasury Department. Hence it seems to me it is not ger-
mane to the bill before us.

The CHAIRMAN. It appears to the Chair to be rather far-
fetched to claim that this particular amendment is germane
to the bill, which has to do with the appropriation, while the
amendment is a limitation on the ability of the commissioners
to sny what shall be estimated. Consequently the Chair feels
impelled to sustain the peint of order.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I should like to see if we can
arrive at some agreement as to the debate on the bill under
the five-minute rule. I ask that the debate on this section and
all amendments thereto be limited to 35 minutes, 10 minutes to
be used by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappex], §
minutes by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Braxrtox], § min-
utes by the gentleman from Missourl [Mr. Rucker], 5 minutes
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Maxw~], and 5 minutes
by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TownER], reserving 5 minutes
for myself,

Mr. MANN of Ilineis. I should like to inquire whether
under that provision 30 minutes are to be devoted to debate
in favor of the bill and only 5 minutes against it? It is a little
strenuous, I think, to close debate =0 soon on so important a
proposition.

Mr. MAPES. Does the gentleman desire any further time?

Mr, MANN of Illinois. I want as much time as you take in
favor of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Michigan asks unanl-
mous consent that the debate on this particnlar section and
all amendments thereto be limited to 35 minutes,

Mr. MADDEN. I object.

Mr. MANN of Illinois. Mr. Chalrman, I move to strike out
the last word. I have listened to the arguments presented, and
as far as I have been able to gather, the main argument that
has been presented in favor of the bill is that the tax rate in
the District of Columbia is too low. Gentlemen have said in
one breath that the tax rate in the District is too low, but they
say, “ Holy horror, we are not interfering with it.”” Well, if
the tax rate in the District of Columbia is too low, why do not
gentlemen who have made that argument propose to increase
the tax rate? If the taxes which are raised are too low, it
seems to me the orderly method would be for Congress to pro-
vide for increasing them, because they are raised under an act
of Congress, and the jurisdiction of the subject matter is in
the District of Columbia Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Mr. MAPES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., MANN of Illinois. I will yield, but I shall want a little
more time.

Mr. MAPES. What would be the sense of raising the tax
rate and thereby increasing the revenues obtained through
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taxation, as long as Congress has adopted the policy of ap-
propriating less than twice what has been raised?

Mr, MANN of Illinois, I supposed somebody would ask that
question. That has nothing to do with it. Under the system
now in force under the limitation of estimates it is inevitable
that there will always be a surplus left over, because we
always cut the estimates, and you can not estimate more than
the amount that is raised. If the taxes are too low here, they
should be raised, and then if there is too much surplus it will
be time to dispose of that proposition.

Mr. CRAMTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN of Illinois. I will, but I have not much time, and
I hope that gentlemen will not fritter away my time,

Mr. CRAMTON. I have not taken any time so far, and I will
not take any of the gentleman's time,

Mr. MANN of Illinois. Now, I think that it may be possible
that there should be a difference in the rate from 50-50 to some
other rate. I think that there ought to be a fixed relationship
between the taxes raised by the people of the District of Colum-
bia toward the expenditures here and the amount contributed
out of the General Treasury.

1 believe in Washington. I believe it is the duty of the people
of the United States to maintain a well-ordered, well-governed,
well-provided, beautiful city. [Applause.] It can not be done
without paying something out of the Federal Treasury. Under
the proposition now pending it will be urged every time an
appropriation is proposed in the House of Representatives that
all of this money is to be paid out of the Federal Treasury be-
cause the amount raised in the Distriet will never be more than
enough to pay the undisputed and uncontroverted items, and it
will be constantly urged not to appropriate money to help the
city along because it will have to be paid out of taxes raised by
our people.

1 think we ought to maintain a eity in Washington, and not on
a niggardly plan. I have no doubt whatever that the people of
my district pay their proportion of taxes for the benefit of the
Capital City of the Nation more freely than they pay any other
tax of the Government, and my people pay a considerable pro-
portion of the taxes, a great deal more than many of the States
represented in this House. We do not feel niggardly toward
Washington. In the old days, when Washington was an old, run-
down city, dirty and unkempt, the people were not proud of it.
They are proud of it to-day, and a large share of the expendi-
-ures in Washington is made because of the great number of
your constituents and my constituents who come to this beautiful
sity to visit it, and no one comes here and goes home who is not
prouder of his Government after he has been here than he was
before he came. [Applause.]

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate upon
this paragraph and all amendments thereto be now closed.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
BrantoN) there were—ayes 72, noes 1.

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
enacting clause of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

dAmendment offered by Mr., WiLLiaMs: Page 1, strike out lines 1
and 2.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, a point of order.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The motion comes too late. The motion
to strike out the enacting clause should be offered before a
motion to amend had been concluded.

The CHATRMAN. The point of order is overruled. The ques-
tion is on the motion of the gentleman from Illinois to strike
out the enacting clause.

The question was taken and the Chair announced himself in
doubt.

The committee divided ; and there were—ayes 37, noes 63.

So the motion to strike out the enacting clause was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. That all acts and parts of acts in so far as they conflict
with any of the provisions of this act are hereby repealed.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word, I tried to answer the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
Axprews] when he asked why this $4,063,000 is still in the
Treasury. It is in the Treasury because a similar amount of
$4,063,000 has been taken out of the pockets of the whole people
of this countiry and has made good that pro tanto part of the
taxes of the District of Columbia. The gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr, Reep] stated that this bill should be defeated
and the half-and-half plan continued, because he said the people
of France are willing to be taxed to keep up the beauty and

grandeur of Paris, that the people of Italy were willing to be
taxed to keep up the great city of Rome, and, therefore, that
the people of the United States ought to be willing to be taxed
to keep up the city of Washington, The people of the United
States are perfectly willing to be taxed to keep up the beauty
of this great city, but they are not willing to be taxed to pay
a great big per cent of the taxes of the people who live in this
city of Washington. I want to give you a few facts that the
people of the United States, the common people, have begun
to realize, and one of them is that there is one city, the expense
of which is not borne by the people of that city, and that that
is the city of Washington. The expense of every other city is
borne by levying a tax upon its inhabitants,

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. I am sorry I can not yield now, I have not
the time.

Mr, BLANTON. Another thing that the people of the United
States know is that while the people of Washington live here
and enjoy these magnificent public buildings and the numerous
other attractions they do not pay a just proportion of taxa-
tion to maintain any great city. They enjoy the beauty of the
Congressional Library, they enjoy the splendor of our many
publi¢ buildings of interest, they enjoy the beauty and enjoy-
ments of the parks, and if you do not believe it, then go out
to Rock Creek Park in the summer time, on any afternoon, and
you will see thousands of people picnicking there. They enjoy
swimming in the Tidal Basin in summer and skating upon it
in winter. Go elsewhere in the city and you will see that they
enjoy the miles and miles of splendid paved streets and drive-
ways. They enjoy the splendid lighting system and the splendid
water system, because we have the best water in the United
States at a less rate than anywhere else in the whole United
States; and they enjoy the good artificial gas system here, be-
cause they do get artificial gas here at as low a rate almost as
you do almost anywhere else in the United States.

They enjoy every single benefit imaginable we provide here
in the city of Washington. And what is it that they pay in
taxes? One dollar on real estate. What do they pay on their
intangible personal properiy? The people of the United States
have begun to know, and they do know, that the people in Wash-
ington pay the little, pitiful sum of four-tenths of 1 per cent on
their intangible personal property, such as stocks, bonds, notes,
and so forth, and they do it because we permit them to do it.
We sit here and take out of the pockets of the people of the
United States the balance to make up their taxes year after
year. I am not going to do it any longer. Are you?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise and report the bill to the House with the recommenda-
tion that it do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Fess, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com-
mittee, having had under consideration the bill H. R. 7158,
had directed him to report the same back to the House without
amendment, with the recommendation that the bill do pass.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker. I move the previous question on
the bill to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time,
and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, a division having been had, I
make the point of order that there is no quorum present.

AMr. MAPES. Is this on the final passage?

The SPEAKER. Yes; it is on the final passage. The gentle-
man from Texas makes the point of order that there is no
quorum present, and the Chair thinks that no quorum is present.
The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will
notify absent Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 209, nays 113,
not voting 104, as follows:

YEAS—200.
Almon Black Browne Classon
Ashlirook land, Ind, Buchanan Cole
Ayres Eland, Mo. Byrns, Tenn, Collier
Babka Bland, Va. Caldwell Connally
Baer Blanton Caraway Cooper
Bankhead Boles Carss Cramton
Barbour Box Carter Crisp
Barkley Brand Casey Currie, Mich.
Bee Briggs Christopherson  Dale
Begg Erinson Clark, Mo. Davis, Minn,
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Davyis, Tenn.
Demtpsey

Den
Dickinson, Mo.
Dickinson, Iowa
Dominick
Donovan
Doughton
Dowell
Drane
Dunbar

pré
Echols
HEilott
Ellsworth
Emerson
Evans, Mont.
Evans, Nebr,
Evansg, Nev.
Fairfield
Ferris
Fisher
Foster
Frear
¥reeman
French
Fuller, Mass,
UaHagher
Gard
Garland
Giarner
Garrett
Good
Goodwin, Ark,
Graham, I
Green, Iowa
Greene, VE,
Hardy, Tex.
Harreld
Hastings
Ha
Hayden
Heflin

Ackerman
Anderson
Andrews, Nebr,
Anthony
Bacharach
nham
Benson
Blackmon
Brooks, Il
Brooks, Pa.
Burdick
Burmnxlm
Butler
Campbell, KEans,
{(:‘:11 udblom
eary
Cont
‘opley
Crago
(urr!; Calif.
l'l

DRTYGW
Penison
Dunn
Diyer
Earh
Fess
Focht
Fordney

Andrews, Md.
Aswell

Bowers
Britten
Browning
Brumbaugh
Burke
B} rnes, 8. C
mpbell, Pa.
Cau ler
Cannon
Cantriil
Carew
Clark, Fla.
Costella
Crowther
Cullen
Davey
Dewalt
Dooling
ggromus
Zan
Fagle
Edmonds

Hernandez Mapes unders, Va.
TSmAD Martin g:am
Hickey erritt Sells i
Hicks Michener Bherwood
Hoch Miller Sinclair
Hoey Minahan, N. J. Sinnott
Howard Me y Bisson
Huddleston Mondell Bmall
Hull, Towa Mooney Smith, Mich,
}lu.ll. Tenn, l!oct::e. Ohio gm_lthwi
oe 0
acoway Nelson, Mo, Steenerson
[ames n, Stephens, Miss.
Jones, Pa, Newton, Minn, Eteﬁhens, Ohio
Jones, Tex. Newton, Mo,
Juul Nolan Strong, Kans.
Kearns Ogden Bommers, Wash,
Kelley, Mich, Oldfield ners,
Kelly, Pa. Oliver pe
Eennedy, Iowa eet Tague
Kettner Padgett Taylor, Colo.
Kincheloe Park Taylor,
Kinkald Parrish Themas
Kleczka Phelan Tilson
Knutson Purnell Timberlake
Kraus m Towner
Lam w Ala, Upshaw
Lan Rainey, H, T. Venable
TLankford Rainey, J. W. Vestal
Larsen Ramdl:ﬁer Vinson
Lagaro Randall, Calif, Walsh
Lea, Callf, Randall, Wis. Weaver
Little Reavis Webster
Lonergan Rhodes Whaley
Longworth Rilcketts White,
McAndrews Ro LG Wi
McCulloch Robsion, Ky, Woods, Va.
McFadden Romjue Wright
Me(Glennon Rose Yates
McLane Rouse Young, Tex
Major Rubey
Mann, 8. C. Rucker
Mansfield Banford
NAYB—115.
Fuller, 111 hrcr
sallivan He% Mich,.Smith, Idaho
Gly Mc[.aushli.n Nebr.Sm!th. .
Goodykoontz MacGregor Bnyder
Go Madden Stevenson
Greene, Mass, Ma Btiness
Griest Maher Bweet
Grifiin i Temple
Hadley Mead Tincher
Hawley Montague Tinkham
Hays gonm, Ya, Treadway
Holland an Vaile
Houghton Mud Volstead
Humphreys urphy ard
Husted eely yason
Ireland O'Connell Watkins
Jefferis Olney al
Johnson, 8. Dak. Osborne Welling
11 Wheeler
Kiess Parker White, Me
King Peters Willl
Layton Raker Wilsgon, I11,
Lee, Ga. Ramsey Wilson.
Lehlbach Reber Winslow
Linthicum Reed, W. Va. Wood, Ind.
Luce Riordan Woodyard
Lufkin Rodenberg Young, N, Dak.
McArthur Rogers
MeKiniry Sanders, N, Y.
NOT VOTING—104.
Elston Kreider Rowan
Fields Langley Rowe
Flood Lesher Babath
Gandy Luhrmf Sanders, Ind.
Ganly ie Sanders, La.
Godwin, N. C, McDuffie Schall
Goldfogle McKenzie Bceott
Goodall McKeown Beull
Graham, Pa McPherson Sk.-gd
Hamill MacCrate Sims
Hamilton Mason Blemg
nLiy. Colo. Mays Smith, N. Y.
Harrison aon Bnell
Hersey Moores, Ind. Stedman
Hill orin Btecle
Hudspeth Nicholls, 8. C. Strong, Pa.
Hulings Nichols, Mich. Sullivan
llc:tc.hinson O'Connor Taylor, Ark,
Johnson, K { 3 hompson
Johnson, Miss. Platt Tillman
ohnson, Wash,  Porter Yare
Johnston, N. ¥, Pou Volgt
Kahn Radcliffe Walters
Keller Rayburn Welty
Kennedy, R. 1. Reed, N, Wilson, La.
Klitchin Riddick Wise

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following pairs:
Until further notice:
Mr. AxprEws of Maryland with Mr., Wise.

Mr. BrrrTeNy with Mr, Wictsox of Louisiana.
Browxmse with Mr., Werry.

Mr,

Mr. Burge with Mr, Trrrarax.
Mr. Caxxon with Mr, Tavyror of Arkansas.
Mr. CosTELLo with Mr. STEELE.

Mr, CrowTHER with Mr. STEDAMAN.

Mr. Epxoxns with Mr. Syarir of New York,

Mr. Ecsron with Mr, Smus.

Mr, Gooparr with Mr, ScurLy,

Mr, GrauAM of Pennsylvania with Mr, Sanpers of Louisiana.

Mr. Hamrrcrosy with Mr. Rowan.

Mr. Hersey with Mr. Pou.

Mr. Hin with Mr, Pern.

Mr. Huorings with Mr. O'Conxoz.

Mr. Joansox of Washington with Mr. Mays.

Mr. Kaax with Mr. McDurrie.

Mr, Strowg of Pennsylvania with Mr. CArew.

Mr. McPrERsoN with Mr, McKrows.

Mr, TrHoMPsON with Mr. CuLLEN.

Mr. HorcHIngoN with Mr. DooLiNG.

Mr. Morix with Mr. HERsaAN.

Mr. Moores of Indiana with Mr. Joansox of Kentucky

Mr. Laxgrey with Mr, Joaxyson of Mississipp

Mr. Kremer with Mr, Joansrox of New York

Mr. Kenxepy of Rhode Island with Mr. Krremin,

Mr. Kerrer with Mr. McCrinTic.

Mr. Haroy of Colorado with Mr. RAYBURN,

Mr. Nicuors of Michigan with Mr. Hamrir.

Mr. Prarr with Mr, Gopwin of North Carolina.

Mr. Porter with Mr. GANLY,

Mr, RapcrieFe with Mr. GANDpY.

Mr. Reep of New York with Mr. Froop.

Mr. Rooick with Mr. Frerps.

Mr. Rowe with Mr. Haigaw.

Mr. Saxpers of Indiana with Mr, Eacue

Mr, Scearrn with Mr. DorEMUS.

Mr. Scorr with Mr. DEwALT.

Mr. Siecer with Mr. DAvVEY.

Mr. Szemr with Mr. CULLEN.

Mr. S~vern with Mr. CANTRILL.

Mr. Vare with Mr. CANDLER.

Mr. Vorer with Mr. Byenes of South Carolina.

Mr. Lvarixe with Mr. BooHER.

Mr. MacCrate with Mr. Berr.

Mr. Masoxn with Mr. AsWELL.

On this vote:

Mr, Hupspera (for Mapes bill) with Mr. Camppern of Penn-
sylvania (against).

Mr. Warters (for Mapes bill) with Mr. Bowers (against).

The SPEAKER. A quorum is present. The Doorkeeper will
open the doors.

On motion of Mr, Mapes, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to revise
and extend the remarks I made on this bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
Chair hears none.

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE.

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following communi-

cation:

The

HOUSE OF REPRESEXTATIVES, UNITED STATES,
January 12, 1920.
Hon. FrrpeErick H. GILLETT,
House of Representatives.

My Deir Mr. BPEAKER: I wish to tender my reslgnation as a member
of the Committee on Pensions. Trusting this may be accepted at once,

I
e Yery respectfully, Jaumes V., McCLiNTIC.

LEAYVES OF ABSENCE,

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as fol-
lows:

To Mr. HurcHinsoxw, for 10 days, on account of important
business,

To Mr, Rowan, for five days, on account of sickness of his son,

To Mr. NicuHoLs of Michigan (at the request of Mr. Scort), for
three days, on account of illness,

To Mr. Ruongs, for two days, on account of illness.

To Mr. JorxsoN of Washington (at the request of Mr. Hap-
1EY), for the day, on account of illness.

To Mr, Scorr (at the request of Mr. Mapes), for two days, on
account of illness.

PENSIONS.

Mr. SELLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill 8. 1726, insist on the House
amendments, and agree to the conference.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani-
mous consent to take from the Bpeaker’s table a bill, which the
Clerk will report, adhere to the amendments of the House, and
agree to a conference.
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The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 1726) granting genaions and increase of pensions to certaln
soldlers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy and of wars other
than the Civil War, and certaln widows and dependent relatives of such

soldiers and sailors.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
There was no objection; and the Speaker announced as the
E{f:nf(i;ees on the part of the House Mr. Serrs, Mr, Kiess, and
. MEAD.

LEAVE TO PRINT.

Mr. MAPES. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
those Members of the House who desire to do so shail have five
legislative days in which to extend their remarks on the bill just

ssed.

pa

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mous consent that all Members of the House who desire to do so
shall have five legislative days in which to extend their remarks
on the bill just passed. Is there objection?

Mr, WALSH. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, un-
less it is restricted to Members' own remarks and not to include
newspaper articles and other dissertations, I shall object.

Mr. MAPES. I am perfectly willing to agree to that.

The SPEAKER. With the restriction suggested by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Wars®], is there objection?

There was no cbjection.

SENATE BILL REFERRED.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXTIV, Senate bill of the following title
was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its appro-
priate committee as indicated below :

8.3317. An act to prohibit and punish certain seditious acts
against the Government of the United States and fo prohibit the
use of the mails for the purpose of promoting such acts; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

Mr. RAMSEY, from the Committee on Eurolled Biils, reported
that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill of the fol-
lowing title, when the Speaker signed the same:

H. It. 3175. An act authorizing local drainage districts to drain
certain public lands in the State of Arkansas, counties of Mis-
sissippl and Poinsett, and subjecting said lands to taxation.
ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAT.

Mr. RAMSEY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that this day they had presented to the President, for his ap-
proval, the following bills:

H. R.11025. An act to authorize the construction, maintenance,
and operation of a bridge across the Tombigbee River, near Iron
Wood Blufi, in Itawamba County, Miss. ;

H. R. 10847. An act granting the consent of Congress to Marion
County, State of Mississippi, to construct a bridge across the
Pearl River, in Marion County, State of Mississippi;

H. R.10558. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Connecticut River Railroad Co., its lessees, successors, and
assigns, to construct a bridge across the Connecticut River in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts;

H. R.8084. An act granting to certain claimants the prefer-
ential right to purchase certain alleged public lands in the State
of Arkansas, and for other purposes;

H. R.9947. An act to authorize J. L. Anderson and H. M.
Duvall to construct a bridge across Great Peedee River at or
near the town of Cheraw, 8. C.;

H. It. 8661. An act to nuthorize the Kingsdale Lumber Corpo-
ration to construet a bridge across Lumber River, near the town
of Lumberton, N. C.;

H. 1. 10135. An set for the construciion of a bridge across
Ttock River at or near East Grand Avenue, in the city of Beloit,
Wis.; and

H. It. 5818. An act for the retirement of public-school teachers
in the Distriet of Columbia.

ADJOUENMENT.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now

adjourn.

: The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 40
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday,
January 13, 1820, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC,

TUnder clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting report of
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on a reexamina-
tion of Skagit River, Wash. (H. Doc. No. 591) ; to the Commit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed.

2, A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting draft
of proposed legislation to change the name of the “ Bureau of
Steam Engineering” to the “ Bureau of Engineering,” and the
“Bureau of Navigation” to the * Bureau of Personnel” (H.
Doe. No. 582) ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs and ordered
to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIIT, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on the
Judiciary, to which which referred the bill (H. R. 11430) tc
punish offenses against the existence of the Government of the
United States, and for other purposes, reported the same with
an amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 536), which said
bill and report were referred to the House Calendar,

Mr, FULLER of Illinois, from the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 11449) providing
that any person who served in the Army, Navy, or Marine Corps
of the United States during any war, who was killed in action,
or died of wounds incurred or disease contracted in such service,
shall be deemed to have been honorably discharged from such
service, and to give pensionable status to the widow or former
widow of any such person, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 537), which said bill and
report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill (H. R. 11489) concerning proof of widowhood in claims
for pension, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 538), which said bill and Teport were
referred to {he Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Rules, to
which was referred the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 60) appoint-
ing a commission to report on conditions in the Virgin Islands,
reporfed the same with an amendment, accompanied by a re-
port (No, 539), which said bill and report were referred to the
House Calendar,

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORTALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DENISON: A bill (H, R. 11659) to provide for the
erection of a public building at Benton, 111 ; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11860) to provide for the erection of a pub-
lic building at Herrin, Ill.; to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11661) to provide for the erection of a
public building at Carbondale, I1L; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr, RANDALL of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 11662) to pro-
vide for the acquisition of additional land and for the erection
of a Federal building in the city of Kenosha, county of Kenosha,
State of Wisconsin; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

By Mr. McCLINTIC: A bill (H. RR. 11663) authorizing bonded
warehouses and other buildings used for the purpose of storing
spirituous, intoxicating liquors to be turned over to the De-
partment of Agriculture to be used as warehouses for the stor-
ing of agricultural products; fo the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HEFLIN: A bill (H. Id. 11664) for the disposition of
the proceeds of the illegal cotton taxes collected in 1862, 1864,
and 1866; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. KELLEY of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 116653) to in-
crease the efficiency of the commissioned, warrant, and enlisted
personnel of the Navy and Coast Guard through the temporary
provision of bonuses or inereased compensation; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. LUHRING : A bill (H. R. 11666) declaring certain per-
sons ineligible as candidates for election fo the House of Repre-
sentatives and Senate of the United States, excluding their
names from the oflicial ballots, and conferring jurisdiction upon
the circuit and district courts of the United States in such cases;
to the Committee on Election of President, Vice President, and
Representatives in Congress.

By Mr. BLAND of Virginia: A bill (H. R, 11667) to con-
struet a public building for a post office at Warsaw, Richmond
County, Va.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds,
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By Mr. HEFLIN: A bill (H. R. 11668) to require agents,
brokers, and members of cotton exchanges and other persons in
reporting or publishing notices of interstate or foreign sales of
cotton to state specifically whether the sale is that of cotton
futures or of actual cotton; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 11669) au-
thorizing the acquisition of a site and the erection thereon of
a public building at Windsor, Mo.; to the Committee on Publie
Buildings and Grounds.

Algo, a bill (H. It. 11670) authorizing the acquisition of a site
and the erection thereon of a publie building at Rich Hill, Mo.;
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bl (H. R. 11671) authorizing the acquisition of a site
and the erection thereon of a public building at Eldorado
Springs, Mo.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

By Mr. McLANE: A bill (H. R. 11672) making it possible for
ihe natural and artificial ice industries of the country to be in-
cluded in the next industrial census; to the Committee on the
Census.

By Mr. BROOKS of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 11673) to
authorize the War Department to restore the Gettysburg Na-
tional Military Park to its condition prior to use for mili-
tary purposes during the war with Germany, and to appropri-
ate the necessary funds therefor; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11674) to provide for the permanent im-
provement of part of the Taneytown public road within the
limits of the battle fields of Gettysburg; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr, TAYLOR of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 11675) to pro-
vide for the purchase of a site and the erection of a public build-
ing thereon in the city of Delta, Colo.; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. STRONG of Kansas: A bill (H. It. 11716) authorizing
the Secretary of War to make settlement with the lessees who
erected buildings on the zone of Camp Funston activities and
amusements, at Camp Funston, Kans. ; to the Committee on War
Claims.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 11676) to correct the
military record of Sanford . Timmons; to the Committee on
Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11677) granting an increase of pension to
Albert Norris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11678) granting a pension to Solomon
Morris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11679) granting an increase of pension to
James K. Butler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11680) granting an increase of pension to
Rtufus J. Tyhurst; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11681) granting an inecrease of pension to
Adam Maharg; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11682) granting a pension to Orlando R.
Edwards; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BACHARACH: A bill (H. R. 11683) granting a pen-
sion to Jeremiah Robinson; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 11684) for the relief of Hewson
I.. Peeke; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BLAND of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 11685) granting
an increase of pension to William A. Foster; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11686) granting a pension to Mathilda
C. Greenwood ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BROWNE: A bill (H. R. 11687) granting an in-
crease of pension to Walter B. McKey; to the Committee on
Pensions. :

Also, a bill (H. R. 11688) granting an increase of pension to
Hyram Colwell ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. COLE: A bill (H. R. 11689) granting an increase of
pension to James L. Moore; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.,

By Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri: A bill (H. R, 11620) grant-
ing an increase of pension to James M. Divine; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GANDY: A bill (H. R. 11691) granting an increase
of pension to Abraham M. Reams; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. GARD: A bill (H. R. 11692) granting an increase of
pension to Lena Mauter; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11693) for the relief of Anton Smith, alias
Charles Roehmer ; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. HILL: A bill (H. R. 11694) granting an increase of
pension tfo Susan Chittenden; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 11695)
for the relief of Thomas HE. Philips; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11696) granting a pension to Anna Dixon}
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11697) granting a pension to Patrick H.
Gubin; to the Committee on Pensioas.

By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvanin: A bill (H. RR. 11698) grant-
ing a pension to Rose M. Painter; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11699) granting an increase of pension to
Anna E. Herrington ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LAYTON : A bill (H. IR. 11700) for the relief of Meore
L. Henry ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McGLENNON: A bill (H. R. 11701) granting an in-
crease of pension to Gilbert Smith; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. MAJOR: A bill (H. R. 11702) granting a pension to
Marin C. Vance; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RICKETTS : A bill (H. R. 11703) granting a pension
t(i) Albina Van Meter Pearce; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 11704) granting an increase of pension to
Cicero Phipps; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 11705) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Harriet H. Carmical; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ROSE: A bill (H. R. 11706) granting a pension to
Patrick Kinney; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SELLS: A bill (H. R. 11707) to correct the military
record of Andrew Potter; to the Committee on DMilitary
Affairs,

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 11708) granting
an increase of pension to James H. Watson; to the Committec
on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11709) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew T. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11710) granting a pension to Andrew J,
Showan ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11711) granting a pension to John F. Me-
Neeley ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11712) granting a pension to Samuel S.
Caldwell ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11713) granting a pension to Benjamin
Phillips ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 11714) granting an increase
of pension to Ephraim A. Adams; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11715) granting a pension to Cora Booram;
to the Committee on Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

797. By Mr. BRIGGS : Petition of Merchants® Association of
Texarkana, Tex., and Retail Merchants' Protective Association
of Denison, Tex., advoecating adoption of 1-cent postage for
“drop * letters; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

798. Also, petition of Lodge No. 923, Benevolent and Protec-
tive Order of Elks, of Amarillo,” Tex., condemning bolshevism
and other radicalism and advocating deportation of aliens teach-
ing same and legislation to cancel citizenship papers of natu-
ralized aliens espousing such doctrines; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

7090. By Mr. DENISON: Petition of W. J. Blair and. other
members of Farmers' Educational and Cooperative Union of
America, of Sparta, IlL, urging enactment of a law prohibiting
gambling in farm products; to the Committee on Agriculture,

800. Also, petition of miners of Johnston City, Ill., protesting
against proceedings by the Federal Government against miners;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

801, Also, petition of miners of West Frankfort, Ill., protest-
ing against Federal proceedings against coal miners; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary,

802. Also, petition of miners of Johnston City, Ill., protesting
against Federal proceedings against coal miners; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

. L -
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803. Also, petition of miners of West Frankfort, IlL., protest-
ing against Federal proceedings against miners’ unions; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

S04. Also, petition of miners of Herrin, Ill, protesting against
Federal proceedings against miners’ unions; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

805. Also, petition of miners of West Frankfort, Ill., protest-
ing against Federal proceedings against miners’ unions; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

806. Also, petition of miners of De Soto, 11, protesting against
Federal proceedings against miners’ unions; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

807. Also, petition of Federal Labor Union of Duquein, I,
protesting against Federal procedure against miners’ unions; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

S08. Also, petition of miners of De Soto, Ill., protesting against
Federal proceedings against miners' unions; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

800. Also, petition of miners of Duquoin, Ill, proiesting
against Federnl proceedings against miners' unions; to the Com-
miitee on the Judiciary.

810. Also, petition of miners of Herrin, Ill., protesting against
TFederal proceedings against miners” unions; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

S11. Also, petition of miners of Christopher, Tl1.,
against Federal proceedings against miners’ unions;
Committee on the Judiciary.

812. Also, petition of miners of Christopher, Ill.,, protesting
against certain Federal proceedings against mine workers; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

813. Also, petition of miners’ union of Benton, Ill., protesting
against proceedings against mine workers; to the Committes
on the Judiciary.

814. By Mr. EMERSON: Petition of Painesville Lodge No.
549, Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, urging the en-
actment of legislation directing the deportation of undesirable
aliens; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

§15. By Mr. FULLER of Illinois: Petition of sundry citizens
of Illinois, opposing the bill to transfer the Bureau of Educa-
tion to the Department of Labor; to the Committee on Edu-
cation.

816. Also, petition of (he Tllinois Press Association, conecern-
Ing the print-paper situation; to the Committee on the Post
Oftice and Post Roads.

817. Also, petition of the Union League Club of Chicago,
favoring increased pay for the officers and men of the Navy;
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

818. Also, petition of the Dairymen’s League (Inc.), of New
York, favoring the Capper-Hersman bill; to the Commitiee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

819. Also, petition of the National Industrial Confer-
ence Doard, favoring the antisirike provision of the Senate
railroad bill; to the Commiitee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

820. Also, pefition of the American Federation of Railroad
Workers, protesting against the passage of the Cummins and
Iisch railroad bill ; to the Commiitee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

821. By Mr. LINTHICUM: Petition of Hochschild, Kohn &
Co., of Baltimore, Md., in connection with proposed revision of
income and excess-profits tax; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

822, Also, petition of Walter E. Faxwell, 1545 Hanover Street ;
D. May, local chairman of Lodge No. 432; J. A, Tugitt, 1200
Riverside Avenue, all of Baltimore, Md., protesting ageainst the
Cummins railroad bill; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

823, Also, petition of the National Union Bank of Maryland,
. L. Goldsborough, president, favoring the Cummins railroad
bill; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

824, Also, petition of W. George Wittig, president Auxilinry
One hundred and tenth Machine Gun Battalion, Twenty-ninth
(Blue and Gray) Division, favoring the Royal C. Johnson bill
for bonus to soldiers of the late war; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

825. Also, pefition of Willoughby M. McCormick, of Baliil-
more, Md., urging Congress to back up the Department of
Justice in its fight to rid our couniry of radieals, anar-
chists, Bolshevists, and I. W. W's; to the Commiitee on the
Judiciary. -

826. Also, petifion of sundry citizens of Baltimore, Md.,
favoring House bill 10835, fixing compensgation of officers in the
National Army who incurmd disability while in the service;
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

protesting
to the

827. By Mr. McCLINTIC: Petition of George Washington
Branch, Friends of Irish Freedom, protesting against loans to
foreign nations; to the Commiftee on Ways and Means.

828. By Mr. MURPHY : Memorial of the Women's Foreign
Missionary Society of the Methodist Episcopal Church of Wells-
ville, Ohio, praying for the passage of House bill 8063 ; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

829. By Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin : Petition of cenfral com-
mittee of the Socialist Party of Donglas County, Wis., protest-
ing against the raids now being carried onf against foreign-
born workingmen in this country; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

830. By Mr. ROWAN: Petition of Miss G. G. Quinn, of New
York City, favoring return of railroads to owners; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

831. Also, petition of National Indusirial Conference Board,
favoring legislation preventing any interruption of railway sery-
ice; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

832. Also, petition of president of the Order of Railroad
Telegraphers, in connection with its relation to the Board of
Railroad Wages and Working Conditions; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

833. Also, petition of president of American Federation of
Railroad Workers, protesting against passage of Cummins-Esch
bill ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

834. Also, petition of the New York State Forestry Associa-
tion urging sppropriation increase for the United States Forest
Service; to the Committee on Agriculture, -

835. Also, petition of Il. P. Love, of Philadelphia, Pa., in
connection with the Post Office Department; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

&836. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of sundry
citizens of Chicago, IlL, protesting against present situnation
in respect of miners; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

837. By Mr. TAGUE: Petition of associated industries of
Massachuseits indorsing House bill 111206, entitled “A bill to
save daylight in the first zone” ; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

838. Also, petition of C. S. Luitweiler, of East Boston, Mass,,
advoeating legislation protecting the public against combina-
tions affecting transportation; to the Committee on Intersiate
and Foreign Commerce.

839. Also, petition of George F. Swain, of the Harvard Engi-
peering School, in connection with the proposed natiomal de-
partment of public works; to the Commitiee on Ways and
Means.

840. Also, petition of American Legion Post No. 69, Malden,
Mass., favoring bonus to discharged soldiers; to the Committee
on mtltary Affairs.

841. By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: Petition of €. M. Me-
Clung & Co., wholesale hardware and supplies, Knoxville, Tenn.,
opposing legislation contained in House Document No. 284, re-
ﬁirdljng the sale of explosives; to the Committee on Mines and

ning.

842. By Mr. TIMBERLAKE: Petition of employees of the
oflice of the United States surveyor general for Oolorado, asking
appropriation for substantial salary increases for fiscal year
1921; to the Committee on Appropriations.

843. By Mr. VARE: Petition of Joint Board of Cloak and
Shirt Makers’ Union of Philadelphia, relative {o seating of Vie-
tor 1. Berger; to the Committee on Elections No. 1,

SENATE.
Tuorespax, January 13, 1920.

Rev. J. J. Muir, D, D., of the city of Washington, offered the
following prayer:

Our Father and our God, we bless Thee that through the
passing years Thou dost remain the same yesterday, to-day,
and forever. We thank Thee for all the privileges of life, and
beseech of Thee to sanctify to us every high engagement of duty
and enaible each to understand the dignity of service. Regard
Thy servants bhefore Thee this morning with all the manifold
demands upon them. Give wisdom to each, and such direction
to the great interests of the couniry that Thy glory may be
served and the good of the Nation and of the world may be
enlarged and increased. We ask it for Thy name’s sake.
Amen.

On request of Mr. Curtis, and by unanimous consent, the

reading of the Jeurnal of yesterday's proceedings was dispensed
with and the Journal was approved.
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